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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) has prepared this
final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to fulfill requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Commission’s implementing regulations under Title 18 of the Code of Federal
Regulations Part 380 (18 CFR 380). This EIS assesses the potential environmental impacts that could result
from constructing and operating the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) and Supply Header Project (SHP); two
separate, but related, interstate natural gas transmission pipeline projects.

On September 18, 2015, Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) and Dominion Energy
Transmission, Inc. (DETI) filed respective applications with the FERC in Docket Nos. CP15-554-000 and
CP15-555-000 pursuant to sections 7(b) and 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Parts 157 and 284 of
the Commission’s regulations to construct, operate, abandon, and maintain natural gas pipeline facilities
in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina. In addition, on September 18, 2015,
Atlantic and Piedmont Natural Gas. Co., Inc. (Piedmont) filed a joint application with the FERC in
Docket No. CP15-556-000 pursuant to section 7(c) of the NGA and Part 157 of the Commission’s
regulations to lease capacity on Piedmont’s existing pipeline distribution system (Capacity Lease
Proposal).

The FERC is the federal agency responsible for authorizing interstate natural gas transmission
facilities under the NGA, and is the lead federal agency responsible for preparing this EIS. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) - Forest Service (FS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), West Virginia
Department of Natural Resources (WVDNR), and West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection
(WVDEP) are cooperating agencies assisting in the preparation of the EIS because they have jurisdiction by
law or special expertise with respect to environmental resources and impacts associated with DETI’s and
Atlantic’s proposal.

PROPOSED ACTIONS

ACP would involve the construction and operation of 333.4 miles of 42-inch-diameter mainline
pipeline (AP-1); 186.3 miles of 36-inch-diameter mainline pipeline (AP-2); 83.4 miles of 20-inch-
diameter lateral pipeline (AP-3); 0.4 mile of 16-inch-diameter lateral pipeline (AP-4); 1.0 mile of 16-inch-
diameter lateral pipeline (AP-5); three new compressor stations; and valves,* pig? launchers and receivers,
and meter and regulating (M&R) stations® in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina. ACP would be
capable of delivering up to 1.5 billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/d) of natural gas to customers in Virginia
and North Carolina.

SHP would involve the construction and operation of 37.5 miles of 30-inch-diameter pipeline
loop;* modifications at four existing compressor stations, one M&R station, and valves and pig launchers
and receivers in Pennsylvania and West Virginia. SHP would enable DETI to provide firm transportation
service of up to 1.5 Bcf/d of natural gas to various customers, including Atlantic. DETI is also requesting

1 Avalve is an aboveground facility that is capable of controlling the flow of gas in a pipeline.

2 A pipeline pig is a device used to clean or inspect a pipeline. A pig launcher/receiver is an aboveground facility
where pigs are inserted or retrieved from the pipeline.

3 A meter and regulating station is an aboveground facility that contains the equipment necessary to measure the
volume of gas flowing in a pipeline.

4 A pipeline loop is a segment of pipe constructed along an existing pipeline to increase capacity.
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authorization to abandon in place two existing gathering compressor units at its existing Hastings
Compressor Station in Wetzel County, West Virginia.

According to DETI, SHP would provide customers access to the Dominion South Point hub in
Pennsylvania along with other interconnecting natural gas suppliers, which allows access to multiple gas
suppliers and markets to facilitate access to low cost natural gas. Through natural gas supplies provided
by SHP and other suppliers, ACP would serve the growing energy needs of multiple public utilities and
local distribution companies in Virginia and North Carolina. Most of the natural gas transported by ACP
would be used as a fuel to generate electricity, with lesser amounts used for residential, industrial,
commercial, and other uses (e.g., vehicle fuel). In total, SHP and ACP would deliver up to 1.5 Bcf/d of
natural gas.

According to Atlantic and Piedmont, the Capacity Lease Proposal would allow Atlantic to service
North Carolina markets using additional transportation capacity on the Piedmont system. Use of this
capacity would avoid the need for constructing new facilities and eliminate potential over-building and
consequent effects on landowners and the environment.

Dependent upon Commission approval and receipt of all other necessary permits and approvals,
Atlantic and DETI propose to begin construction in fall 2017, and place the projects in service by the
fourth quarter 2019. The applicants would request to place the facilities into service following a
determination that restoration is proceeding satisfactorily. We?® expect an in-service request would follow
shortly after the end of construction.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

On October 31, 2014, Atlantic and DETI filed requests to implement the Commission’s Pre-filing
Process for ACP and SHP. At that time, Atlantic and DETI were in the preliminary design stages of the
projects and no formal application had been filed. The FERC established its Pre-filing Process to
encourage early involvement of interested stakeholders, facilitate interagency cooperation, and identify
and resolve environmental issues before an application is filed with the FERC and facility locations are
formally proposed. The FERC granted Atlantic’s and DETI’s requests to use the Pre-filing Process on
November 13, 2014, and established pre-filing Docket Nos. PF15-6-000 and PF15-5-000 for their
projects, respectively.

On February 27, 2015, the FERC issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Planned Supply Header Project and Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project, Request for
Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings (NOI). The NOI was
published in the Federal Register and sent to 6,613 parties, including federal, state, and local agencies;
elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially affected
landowners; local libraries and newspapers; and other stakeholders who had indicated an interest in ACP
and SHP. The NOI requested written comments from the public and announced the time and location of
public scoping meetings.

We held 10 public scoping meetings in the project area in March 2015 to receive comments on
environmental issues associated with the projects. Additionally, we participated in DETI’s and Atlantic’s
open houses, interagency meetings, conference calls, and conducted site visits to identify issues to be
addressed in this EIS. The meetings, conference calls, and site visits provided a forum for the exchange

> The pronouns “we,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission's Office of Energy Projects.
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of information and supported the FERC’s responsibility to coordinate federal authorizations and
associated environmental review of ACP and SHP.

On October 2, 2015, the FERC issued a Notice of Application announcing that Atlantic and DETI
had filed applications with the FERC. The application filings concluded the Pre-filing Process and began
the post-application review process for the projects. On March 22, 2016, the FERC issued a Notice of
Amendment to Application announcing that Atlantic had filed an amendment to its FERC application on
March 14, 2016.

As a result of pipeline route modifications that were proposed by Atlantic after the initial NOI,
we issued two supplemental NOIs (August 5, 2015 and May 3, 2016) that described each route
modification and requested comments from interested stakeholders. In addition, the second supplemental
NOI, which was associated with Atlantic’s March 14, 2016 amendment, requested comments related to
proposed actions of the FS, including potential Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP)
amendments and for issuance of a right-of-way grant for ACP’s crossing of the Monongahela National
Forest (MNF) and George Washington National Forest (GWNF). The Notices were published in the
Federal Register and opened additional formal scoping periods.

We issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, Supply Header Project, and Capacity Lease Proposal on December 30, 2016.
The draft EIS was sent to our environmental mailing list. The draft EIS was filed with the EPA, and a
formal notice of availability was issued in the Federal Register, which established a 90-day comment
period on the draft EIS that ended on April 6, 2017. We held 10 public comment sessions for the draft
EIS in February and March 2017. In addition, 1,230 parties submitted a total of 1,675 timely letters in
response to the draft EIS. Multiple form letters and petitions were also submitted in response to the draft
EIS. Public comment session transcripts and comment letters are available for viewing on the FERC
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov). All substantive environmental comments on the draft EIS
submitted to the FERC or made at the public comment sessions are addressed in this final EIS.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Construction and operation of the projects could result in numerous impacts on the environment.
We evaluated the impacts of the projects, taking into consideration Atlantic’s and DETI’s proposed
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures on geology, soils, groundwater, surface water,
wetlands, vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, special status species, land use, recreation, visual resources,
socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality, noise, and safety and reliability. Where necessary, we
recommend additional mitigation to minimize or avoid these impacts. Cumulative impacts of these
projects with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the project areas are also assessed.
In section 3 of this EIS, we summarize the evaluation of alternatives to the projects, including the no
action alternative, energy alternatives, system alternatives, facility design alternatives, route alternatives
and variations, and aboveground facility siting alternatives.

As a result of the public’s involvement in the pre-filing and post-application review processes, we
identify and address in this EIS several environmental issues of concern, including karst terrain and steep
slopes, public land and recreational impacts, sensitive species, water resources, vegetation and wildlife
habitat, socioeconomics, public safety, cumulative impacts, and alternatives. Our analysis of these issues
is summarized below. Sections 3 and 4 of this EIS include our detailed analysis of alternatives and
additional environmental issues, respectively. Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of this EIS contain our conclusions
and a compilation of our recommended mitigation measures, respectively.
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Karst Terrain and Steep Slopes

Portions of ACP and SHP would traverse areas that are subject to potential karst development and
hazards. Karst terrain is created by the dissolution of carbonate bedrock and is characterized by sinkholes,
caverns, underground streams, springs, and other similar features. We received comments from affected
landowners, concerned citizens, and public resource managers expressing concern related to construction
and operation of the project facilities in karst sensitive areas. Most of these comments concerned the
impairment of cave systems, springs, and wells; construction methods triggering sinkhole development;
interception of subterranean drainage; and operational safety in karst areas.

ACP would cross 71.3 miles of karst terrain and SHP would cross 1.1 miles of land that has the
potential to contain karst features. The most prominent type of karst features in the ACP area are
sinkholes, which comprise the greatest potential geohazard risk to any type of construction in karst terrain.
Other karst features inventoried in the ACP area include caves and springs. The great majority of the AP-
1 mainline that is located through highly Kkarstic terrain would be installed using standard overland
construction techniques, which would generally limit disturbance to 6 to 8 feet below ground surface,
whereas sensitive groundwater resources and cave systems of public concern are generally found at
greater depths. Prior to construction, Atlantic would perform electrical resistivity imagery surveys to
detect subsurface solution features along all portions of the route with the potential for karst development;
these results would be correlated with boring logs to ensure the analysis reflects the field conditions.
During construction, Atlantic would implement its Karst Mitigation Plan to address karst features
encountered during construction and further reduce the potential to initiate sinkhole development during
construction and operation of the facilities. Atlantic would employ a karst specialist to monitor the karst
features identified along the right-of-way, monitor for karst features that may form during construction,
and make an assessment regarding its potential impact and whether additional mitigation measures would
be required. To address requests identified by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
(VDCR), we recommend that prior to completing any geotechnical boring in Kkarst terrain, Atlantic
consult with VDCR Kkarst protection personnel regarding each geotechnical boring and follow the Virginia
Cave Board’s “Karst Assessment Standard Practice” for land development when completing borings.

Constructing and operating ACP in West Virginia and Virginia could induce sinkhole
development, alter spring characteristics, and impact local groundwater flow and quality. To ensure that
ACP would not significantly impact groundwater and springs, or induce sinkhole development, or be
affected by karst features, Atlantic conducted an extensive analysis of geologic conditions in the project
area, consulted with the applicable state agencies and local water management districts, and prepared
plans to avoid, minimize, and mitigate project-related impacts on these resources. To further identify and
assess subsurface bedrock and groundwater flow patterns, we recommend that Atlantic complete a
fracture trace/lineament analysis to identify karst features with the potential for intercepting shallow karst
voids or cave systems.

ACP would cross the Cochran’s Cave Conservation Site, which is designated as a fourth order
globally significant conservation site that is known to harbor sensitive species, and could provide ideal
habitat for the Madison Cave isopod; however, this species has not been documented in Cochran’s Cave.
The VDCR concludes® that the potential impacts on the cave have been mitigated to the maximum extent
practicable based on the studies completed on Atlantic’s behalf, the route adjustments made, and
Atlantic’s commitments to use onsite karst specialists to monitor construction. ACP is also near the

& Email communication from Wil Orndorff (VDCR) on April 6, 2017. The correspondence can be found under
FERC Accession No. 20170627-0059 at the following website location:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20170627-0059

Executive Summary ES-4


https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20170627-0059

Burnsville Cove Cave Conservation Site, which is designated as a first order globally significant
conservation site. Because the boundaries of the conservation site have not been fully determined by
resource agencies, we recommend that Atlantic further consult with applicable resource agencies to
minimize potential impacts on the conservation site.

The proposed facilities would be designed, constructed, maintained, and monitored in accordance
with modern construction standards and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) regulations, which would reduce the potential for
karst conditions to adversely impact the facilities. This is further supported by many miles of similar
pipeline facilities that were installed using similar methods and have safely operated in karst-sensitive
areas for decades. We also note that other residential, commercial, industrial, and infrastructure
development has continued successfully in the karst terrain project areas. While small, localized, and
temporary impacts on karst features, water flow, and water quality could occur, the impacts would be
adequately minimized and mitigated through Atlantic’s and DETI’s plans and our recommendations.
Potential right-of-way subsidence would be further identified and mitigated by our recommendation to
monitor all potential karst areas for subsidence and collapse during years 1, 2, and 5 following
construction.

ACP would cross over 84 miles of slopes greater than 20 percent and SHP would cross over 24
miles of slopes greater than 20 percent. Constructing pipelines and access roads in steep terrain or high
landslide incidence areas could increase the potential for landslides to occur. Atlantic and DETI have
proposed programs and several mitigation measures to minimize the potential for slope instabilities and
landslides. Atlantic and DETI developed a Geohazard Analysis Program and is also developing a Best in
Class Steep Slope Management Program to address issues of landslide potential and susceptibility.
Because analysis, field surveys, and final measures related to slope hazards have not yet been completed
for ACP and SHP, we recommend that Atlantic and DET] file the results of its geotechnical studies and
geohazard analysis field reconnaissance, and identify mitigation that would be implemented in slope
hazard areas during construction and operation of the projects. Also, Atlantic and DETI have developed a
Slip Avoidance, Identification, Prevention, and Remediation - Policy and Procedure (SAIPR) to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate potential landslide issues in slip prone areas prior to, during, and after
construction.

Atlantic also filed plans, typical drawings, and site-specific designs of representative steep slope
construction segments within the MNF and GWNF, including steep slope and side slope construction.
Design analysis considered the potential hazards related to temporary trench spoil loss, backfilled soil loss
or slip failure, and excess temporary spoil; and then, developed designs to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
the potential hazards. The FS would review and approve eight site-specific steep slope designs before
construction at these locations could commence. The FS would also require construction monitoring by
geotechnical professionals to review implementation of the site-specific designs and any proposed
modifications to the designs.

According to the FS, the routing of the ACP corridor and the slope stability design and
construction practices would reduce, but not eliminate, slope stability hazards on National Forest System
(NFS) lands. The ridgetop routing of 82 percent of the ACP corridor on the MNF and 65 percent on the
GWNF would be a major reduction in potential hazards from natural landslides. The Best in Class Steep
Slope Management Program and the SAIPR provide design and construction practices that would reduce
the potential for project-induced landslides. Despite these major reductions in potential hazards,
constructing the pipelines in steep terrain or high landslide incidence areas could increase the potential for
landslides to occur, including areas outside NFS lands.
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Public Land and Recreational Impacts

Construction of the ACP AP-1 mainline would cross the MNF and GWNF, as well as the Blue
Ridge Parkway (BRP) and Appalachian National Scenic Trail (ANST). We received numerous
comments regarding the proposed crossing of these lands. Specific to NFS lands, the National Forest
Management Act of 1976 requires that proposed projects, including third-party proposals subject to
permits or rights-of-way, be consistent with the LRMPs of the administrative unit where the project
would occur. Because of the continuous linear nature of the pipeline route, it was not possible to be fully
consistent with the LRMPs in all locations across federal lands. The FS determined that if the Special
Use Permit (SUP) would be approved for the proposed route crossing the MNF and GWNF, the LRMPs
would require amendments. These amendments would not change FS requirements for other projects or
authorize any other actions.

Atlantic would cross the ANST and BRP using the horizontal directional drill (HDD) method,
which would not require ground disturbance or vegetation clearing between the HDD entry and exit
points, and would avoid direct impacts on recreationalists’ use of the trail and parkway. In the event the
HDD crossing fails, Atlantic developed a contingency plan for crossing the BRP and ANST, which
involves the use of the direct pipe method to complete the crossing. We and the FS have reviewed
Atlantic’s Blue Ridge Parkway and Appalachian National Scenic Trail Contingency Plan and find it
acceptable. However, we recommend that Atlantic continue to consult with the National Park Service
regarding these crossing plans and that Atlantic incorporate any substantive improvements identified as
part of the National Park Service’s review.

The removal of trees would result in a long-term to permanent impact. We recommend that
Atlantic identify where a narrowed construction right-of-way would be adopted to reduce impacts on
forest land within the Seneca State Forest, MNF, and/or GWNF. Several timber management areas would
be crossed by the projects, including the MNF and GWNF. To reduce project-related impacts on
merchantable timber, Atlantic and DETI would implement their Timber Removal Plan. Atlantic and
DETI would conduct timber cruises (i.e., a sample measurement of a stand to estimate the amount of
standing timber) prior to vegetation clearing to determine timber volumes, values, and species
composition within forested lands, and, in consultation with the land-management agency and landowner,
develop site-specific Timber Extraction Plans for each area with merchantable timber to be logged.
Because timber cruises are pending, we recommend that Atlantic and DETI file their finalized Timber
Extraction Plans prior to construction.

In general, impacts on recreational and special interest areas would be temporary and limited to
the period of active construction, which typically would last only several days to several weeks in any one
area, except for linear trails where a detour or temporary closure may be required, or the trail is rerouted
to a new area. Atlantic has developed site-specific trail crossing plans, including detour plans, in
consultation with trail managers. Atlantic and DETI continue to consult with various agencies and
organizations regarding conservation easements such as the Ward Burton Wildlife Foundation, Virginia
Outdoors Foundation, and the Westmoreland Conservancy. Atlantic and DETI are coordinating with
these entities to identify any specific construction, restoration, and/or operation mitigation measures that
would be implemented to promote compatibility with the purpose and values of these conservation
easements.

We received comments regarding the visual impacts associated with clearing the construction
right-of-way and long-term and permanent tree removal within the operational right-of-way. Pipeline
construction and maintenance of the cleared pipeline right-of-way would result in a greater degree of
visual impacts in heavily forested areas with high elevations and along steep mountainsides such as in
West Virginia and western Virginia. Our recommendation to maintain only a 50-foot permanent right-of-
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way along the AP-1 mainline would reduce long-term visual impacts. Construction and operation of
compressor stations and M&R stations would result in a greater impact on the visual landscape, resulting
in conversion of about 130 acres of land to a commercial/industrial facility. Most compressor stations
would be visually screened from nearby residences or roadways, located within previously disturbed areas,
located within areas with consistent industrial/commercial qualities, and/or located more than 1,000 feet
from a residence. We anticipate that visual impacts of the compressor stations on nearby visual receptors
during operation would be permanent, but negligible.

ACP would cross scenic byways, which would cause permanent visual impacts that result from
tree removal and maintenance of the pipeline facilities. We recommend that Atlantic file site-specific
visual mitigation measures for each scenic byway crossing developed in consultation with the DOT,
Federal Highway Administration, West Virginia Department of Transportation, Virginia Department of
Transportation, VDCR, and North Carolina Department of Transportation. For NFS lands, Atlantic
conducted a draft Visual Impact Assessment, which analyzes the project’s impacts on the scenic
classifications based on key observation points identified on the MNF and GWNF. The FS would work
with Atlantic to incorporate any mitigation measures that may be needed to ensure consistency with
LRMP SIO’s into the Construction, Operations, and Maintenance (COM) Plan or SUP.

Sensitive Species

To comply with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), we consulted either directly or
indirectly (through Atlantic’s and DETI’s informal consultation) with the FWS, U.S. Department of
Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), FS, and state resource agencies regarding the
presence of ESA-listed, proposed for listing, or state-listed species in the project areas. Based on these
consultations and Atlantic’s and DET/I’s field surveys, and assuming implementation of our
recommendations, we determined that construction and operation of ACP and SHP may affect and are
likely to adversely affect seven ESA-listed species (Indiana bat, northern long-eared bat, Roanoke
logperch, Madison Cave isopod, clubshell mussel, running buffalo clover, and small whorled pogonia),
and would not likely adversely affect, would not jeopardize, or have no effect on the remaining species
identified by the FWS and NMFS. In compliance with section 7, we are submitting this EIS as our
Biological Assessment and requesting formal consultation with the FWS and NMFS. Survey access was
not available in all cases, agency consultations are ongoing, and/or development of conservation measures
are not complete. Therefore, we have several recommendations for Atlantic to file outstanding
information for ESA-listed, proposed, or under review species. These include conducting electrical
resistivity imagery studies to detect subsurface solution features along karst features within the Madison
Cave isopod priority area and within 5 miles of known or survey-identified bat hibernacula; filing
additional conservation measures for species and/or suitable habitat confirmed during 2017 surveys;
replanting long-leaf pine to mitigate impacts on the red-cockaded woodpecker; and adopting the HDD
method at the Neuse River and Nottoway River (AP-1 milepost 260.7) if there is low potential for
hydrofracture. We will re-evaluate species determinations with the FWS and NMFS upon receipt of
pending survey results and proposed conservation measures. We recommend that construction of ACP
and SHP should not commence until consultation with the FWS and NMFS is complete.

Atlantic prepared a Biological Evaluation (BE) to assess impacts on sensitive species on NFS
lands, which is under review by the FS. Surveys are ongoing and an effects determination for forest
Regional Foresters’ Sensitive Species would be reflected in the FS’ Final Record of Decision. This EIS
also evaluates impacts on MNF and GWNF management indicator species, and GWNF locally rare
species. To minimize impacts on these species, Atlantic would implement the COM Plan, which will
describe the avoidance and minimization measures that would be implemented during construction and
operation activities on NFS lands. These measures may reduce potential impacts on certain FS-managed
species to varying extents. However, according to the FS, these measures are not intended to achieve site-
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specific avoidance and minimization impacts of known species occurrences and habitat features that fall
within or near the proposed construction footprint. Additional measures are needed to achieve required
avoidance and minimization impacts and be consistent with MNF LRMP Standard WF13 and VE13.

Two species of marine mammals (bottlenose dolphin and harbor seal) protected under the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) may be present in the ACP project area in the Nansemond, James, and
South Branch Elizabeth Rivers. No species of marine mammals are present in the SHP area. Atlantic
would cross these waterbodies using the HDD method, and water withdrawals would be screened to avoid
entrainment or impingement of aquatic species. As such, ACP would not result in harassment of marine
mammals and not require an Incidental Take Authorization or Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan under
the MMPA.

In addition to ESA-listed and proposed species, several species under review by the FWS, state-
listed, or special concern species may be present in the project areas, including bat species and bat
hibernacula, snakes, small mammals and ampbhibians, fish, freshwater mussels, subterranean obligate
species, and plants. Species-specific surveys have not been completed for some species, and Atlantic and
DET]I continue to work with the appropriate state agencies to identify conservation measures for these
species (WVDNR; Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries and/or VDCR; and North Carolina
Wildlife Resources Commission and/or North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources).

Water Resources
Groundwater

We received comments expressing concern that groundwater would be adversely affected by the
projects. Portions of ACP and SHP through karst sensitive areas would be installed using standard
overland construction techniques, which would generally limit disturbance to 6 to 8 feet below ground
surface and, thus, not pose a significant risk to groundwater. Atlantic and DETI would not use the HDD
method in Karst terrain. Based on the proposed construction methods and implementation of project-
specific plans and procedures that would avoid or reduce project-related impacts, and considering the
tremendous extent and high productivity of the aquifers in the project areas, we conclude that construction
and operation of ACP and SHP would not result in a significant impact on aquifers or other groundwater
resources. Importantly, natural gas is not miscible in water, unlike oil or refined liquid products.
Therefore, if a pipeline incident resulting in a release of natural gas were to occur, the released gas would
migrate up and rapidly dissipate into the atmosphere, and there would be no contamination risk to
surrounding soil and groundwater media.

While private water supply wells and springs have been identified near the ACP and SHP area,
Atlantic and DETI continue to communicate with landowners to complete surveys for private water
supply sources (wells and springs). Therefore, we recommend that Atlantic complete and file the results
of the remaining field surveys for wells and springs within 150 feet of the construction workspace, and
within 500 feet of the construction workspace in karst terrain. Atlantic and DETI would conduct
preconstruction and post-construction (when damage claims are filed with Atlantic/DETI) water quality
testing to determine whether construction activities have adversely affected water sources. However, to
further ensure wells and springs are not damaged by construction, we recommend Atlantic and DET] test
all water supply wells and springs after construction that are within 150 feet of the construction
workspace and within 500 feet of the construction workspace in karst terrain. All testing would be
conducted by a qualified independent contractor. If damage occurred, Atlantic and DETI have committed
to providing a temporary potable water source, and/or a new water treatment system or well.

Concerns were raised regarding the potential for construction activities to intercept subterranean
streams or karst conduits and interrupt the water source. We conclude the likelihood of intercepting a
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saturated karst conduit is very low. Atlantic and DETI would restore the ground surface as closely as
practicable to original contours, and re-establish vegetation to facilitate restoration of pre-construction
overland water flow and recharge patterns. Atlantic and DETI would further minimize surface water and
ground water flow impacts by implementing their construction and restoration plans.

Temporary, minor, and localized impacts could result during trenching activities in areas with
shallow groundwater (depth less than 10 feet below the ground surface); however, no long-term impacts
on groundwater are anticipated from construction or operation of ACP and SHP because disturbances
would be temporary, erosion controls would be implemented, and natural ground contours and vegetation
would be restored. Implementation of the FERC Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance
Plan (Plan) and Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures (Procedures), as well as
Atlantic’s and DETI’s Karst Mitigation Plan, Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, Blasting Plan, Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans, Slope
Stability Policy and Procedures, and Fugitive Dust Control and Mitigation Plan would further limit any
impacts from construction on groundwater resources. Atlantic and DETI would implement a
Contaminated Media Plan to address unanticipated discoveries of contaminated media and would
complete post-construction water quality tests for water supply wells and springs within 500 feet of
encountered contaminants. The greatest threat posed to groundwater resources would be a hazardous
material spill or leak into groundwater supplies. Implementing the strategies and methods presented in
Atlantic and DETI’s SPCC Plans would prevent or limit the potential for construction-related spills. We
do not anticipate any significant impacts on aquifers by the proposed ACP and SHP given their depth and
the relatively shallow nature of construction.

Wetlands and Waterbodies

There are 1,669 waterbody crossings on ACP and SHP (including access roads), including 702
perennial, 642 intermittent, 228 ephemeral, 49 canals/ditches, and 48 open water ponds/reservoirs (some
waterbodies are crossed more than once). This also includes 18 major waterbody crossings (those greater
than 100 feet wide) and 12 section 10 (navigable) waterbodies. No major waterbodies would be crossed
by SHP. ACP would cross 4 perennial, 13 intermittent, and five ephemeral waterbodies on the MNF, and
13 perennial, 15 intermittent, and 6 ephemeral waterbodies on the GWNF. Waterbodies would be crossed
in accordance with Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration plans, which outline common
industry construction methods and are generally consistent with the FERC Procedures. Twenty-eight
waterbodies, many of which are sensitive or contain threatened and endangered species, would be crossed
via HDD or bore, including major waterbodies such as the James, Roanoke, Fishing Creek, Swift Creek,
Tar River, Cape Fear, Nottoway, Blackwater River, and Nansemond Rivers. Trenchless installation
methods (HDD or bore) place the pipeline below the waterbody and avoid direct impacts on water quality
and aquatic life. Atlantic’s HDD Contingency Plan would be implemented at each HDD crossing to
minimize and address potential issues associated with HDD crossings, including an inadvertent loss of
drilling mud. We recommend that Atlantic complete hydrofracture assessments for the Neuse River and
Nottoway River, and if the risk of hydrofracture is low, Atlantic implement a HDD at these crossings.
We also recommend that Atlantic file updated site-specific crossing plans for major waterbody crossings
that have changed in location or design, and to include site-specific mitigation and restoration
requirements on the plans.

Blasting may be required to install portions of the pipeline and would be done in compliance with
federal, state/commonwealth, and local regulations governing the use of explosives and in accordance
with Atlantic’s and DETI’s Blasting Plan. Should an inadvertent spill of fuels, lubricants, solvents, and
other hazardous materials occur within a waterbody, Atlantic and DETI would implement their SPCC
Plan to control and mitigate the inadvertent spill.
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Atlantic is proposing to use about 141 million gallons of surface waters and municipal water for
hydrostatic testing, dust control, and to construct HDDs; and DET] is proposing to use 7.1 million gallons
for hydrostatic testing and dust control. Impacts associated with the withdrawal and discharge of water
would be minimized by Atlantic’s and DETI’s adherence to their construction and restoration plans, and
state water withdrawal and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System discharge permits. Atlantic
and DETI are still evaluating potential water sources for dust control. Due to the large quantity of water
needed, we recommend that Atlantic and DET]I identify proposed or potential sources of water used for
dust control, anticipated quantities of water to be appropriated from each source, and the measures that
would be implemented to ensure water sources and its aquatic biota are not adversely affected by the
appropriation activity.

Construction of ACP and SHP would temporarily affect 798 acres of wetland and operation
would affect 244 acres of wetland. Most impacts would be on palustrine forested wetlands, affecting 604
acres and 227 acres during construction and operation, respectively. Wetlands affected in all temporary
work areas would be allowed to return to preconstruction conditions following construction. A small
amount of wetlands (6.9 acres for ACP and 0.5 acre for SHP) would be permanently affected by
construction of new aboveground facilities and new or permanently maintained access roads. Of the total
wetlands affected, less than 1.0 acre of emergent, forested, and scrub-shrub wetlands would be
temporarily and permanently impacted on federal lands.

While temporary impacts on herbaceous and scrub-shrub wetlands would be expected to recover
fairly quickly, we recognize that impacts on forested wetlands would be long-term in the temporary work
areas and permanent in the maintained pipeline easement, at aboveground facilities, and new or
permanently maintained access roads. Atlantic and DETI are working with the USACE to determine
wetland mitigation requirements and we recommend that they file copies of their final wetland mitigation
plans and documentation of USACE approval of the plans.

Based on the avoidance and minimization measures developed by Atlantic and DETI, and our
recommendations, we conclude that surface water and wetland impacts would be effectively minimized or
mitigated. Construction and operation-related impacts on wetlands would be further minimized or
mitigated by compliance with the conditions imposed by the USACE and state water regulatory agencies.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Aquatic Resources

Impacts on vegetation from ACP and SHP would range from short-term to permanent due to the
varied amount of time required to reestablish certain community types, as well as the maintenance of
herbaceous and shrub vegetation within the permanent right-of-way and the conversion of aboveground
facility locations and new permanent access roads to non-vegetated areas. The greatest impact on
vegetation would be on forested areas because of the time required for trees to return to preconstruction
condition. Construction in forest lands would remove the tree canopy over the width of the construction
right-of-way, which would change the structure and local setting of the forest area. The re-establishment
of young trees in the temporary workspaces would take years, and re-establishment of young reproducing
forest would likely take decades. The recovery time for a closed canopy of mature forest, and the habitat
values that currently exist within such areas could take up to a century or more. ACP and SHP would
also contribute to forest fragmentation. Moreover, the forest land on the permanent right-of-way would
be affected by ongoing vegetation maintenance during operations, which would preclude the re-
establishment of trees on the rights-of-way. Operation of ACP and SHP would have long-term to
permanent effects on about 3,456 acres of vegetation, including about 2,744 acres of upland forest
vegetation (deciduous, coniferous, and mixed). Operation of ACP on federal land would have long-term
to permanent impacts on about 388 acres of vegetation, including about 103 acres in MNF, 285 acres in
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GWNF, and 0.5 acre in BRP. Vegetation types, such as grassland/herbaceous, barren, and emergent
wetlands, would return to preconstruction conditions following restoration of ACP and SHP facilities.

To minimize impacts associated with vegetation and forest clearing, Atlantic and DETI would
implement the construction and restoration measures identified in the FERC Plan and Procedures, and
their Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, COM Plan (for activities on NFS lands), SPCC Plan, HDD
Contingency Plan, Timber Removal Plan, Invasive Plant Species Management Plan, Fire Prevention and
Suppression Plan, Open Burning Plan, Fugitive Dust Control and Mitigation Plan, WVDEP’s Erosion
and Sediment Control Best Management Practice Manual, the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control
Handbook, the Pennsylvania Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control Handbook, and the North Carolina
Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual. To further minimize impacts on vegetation,
we recommend that Atlantic limit maintenance and vegetation clearing activities along the AP-1 mainline
to a 50-foot-wide right-of-way; incorporate mitigation measures and seed mixes for the Seneca State
Forest; manage herbicide and pesticide use; and minimize vegetation impacts along an access road in the
GWNF.

Construction impacts on wildlife species include the displacement of wildlife from the rights-of-
way or work sites into adjacent areas, habitat impacts, and the potential mortality of some individuals.
The cutting, clearing, and/or removal of existing vegetation within the construction work area could
impact wildlife by reducing the amount of available habitat for nesting, cover, and foraging. Construction
could also lower reproductive success by disrupting courting, nesting, or breeding of some species, which
could also result in a decrease in prey available for predators of these species. Impacts on forested habitat
and the fragmentation of interior forest blocks would have the greatest effect on wildlife habitat. In total,
ACP and SHP would result in loss of 4,892 acres of interior forest habitat and create 30,025 acres of new
forest edge habitat extending 300 feet from the edges of construction workspace. Implementation of
Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration plans, in addition to our recommendations made
throughout this EIS, would reduce these impacts. However, due to the permanent removal of forest
habitat for the operation of ACP and SHP and the time needed for wildlife habitat to recover within the
temporary right-of-way, these impacts would be considered long-term to permanent.

ACP could impact cave invertebrates and other subterranean obligate species (amphipods,
isopods, copepods, flatworms, millipedes, beetles, etc.) that are endemic to only a few known locations.
Atlantic’s and DETI’s Karst Mitigation Plan outlines measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts on
karst and subterranean habitats. However, because certain subterranean obligate species are endemic to
only a few known locations and are vulnerable to changes in hydrological pattern or water quality, it is
possible that ACP-related construction impacts could have population-level effects on these species.
Therefore, we recommend that Atlantic complete additional electrical resistivity imagery studies and
analysis to identify surficial karst features and connectivity to karst voids and cave systems, and monitor
the pipeline right-of-way in karst areas for subsidence following construction. We are also consulting
with the FWS to further minimize impacts on ESA-listed subterranean species.

Atlantic and DETI developed a Migratory Bird Plan to minimize breeding and nesting impacts.
Atlantic and DETI currently plan to avoid tree clearing during the state-specific migratory bird season,
and would implement no-activity buffers around active nests for certain species of raptors and rookeries.
Atlantic would maintain its permanent right-of-way according to the FERC Plan and Procedures and
state-specific migratory bird time of year restrictions. Atlantic would also construct communication
towers according to FWS guidelines to minimize impacts on migratory birds. To minimize impacts on
active rookeries, we recommend that Atlantic and DETI develop and implement appropriate conservation
measures in coordination with the FWS and the appropriate state agencies.
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Atlantic and DETI would minimize aquatic resource impacts by using various trenchless or dry
crossing methods, extra workspace restrictions, and restoration procedures. Atlantic would implement
mussel relocation in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina; and non-mussel aquatic species
relocation plans in Virginia and North Carolina that would involve the relocation of aquatic species to
suitable habitat outside the work area prior to in-stream construction activities. Long-term impacts
related to slope instability adjacent to waterbodies have the potential to adversely impact water quality
and stream channel geometry, and therefore downstream aquatic biota. While Atlantic and DETI have
implemented programs and several mitigation measures to minimize the potential for slope instabilities
and landslides, the development of other slope instability/landslide risk reduction measures have not been
completed or have not been adopted.

Atlantic and DETI would also implement measures outlined in their construction and restoration
plans, such as restoring stream beds and banks to preconstruction conditions and implementing measures
to minimize erosion and sediment loads. Adherence to the restoration plans would promote regrowth of
riparian vegetation. Where in-stream blasting may occur, Atlantic and DETI would implement their
Blasting Plan that provides measures for minimizing blasting-related fishery impacts. Atlantic and DETI
have also committed to adhering to agency-recommended time of year restrictions for most in-stream
activities, including water withdrawal to avoid impacts on sensitive aquatic resources, with a few
exceptions noted in this EIS. We recommend that Atlantic and DETI address agency recommended
mitigation measures that have not been incorporated into the project construction and restoration plans.

By implementing the impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures proposed by
Atlantic and DETI in their various construction and restoration plans, including the COM Plan for NFS
lands; routing the pipeline to minimize impacts on sensitive areas; collocating the pipeline with other
rights-of-way where feasible; reducing the construction right-of-way through wetlands; and implementing
our recommendations, we conclude that ACP and SHP would not have a significant adverse impact on
vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic resources, with the exception of forested areas, which would experience
significant impacts as a result of fragmentation and where forest land would convert to herbaceous
vegetation in the permanent right-of-way, and subterranean obligate species, which could experience
population-level impacts where suitable habitat is altered by construction activities.

Socioeconomic Concerns

Numerous commenters stated ACP and SHP would not benefit their communities. Whereas a
specific location may not benefit from direct connection to a particular interstate natural gas transmission
pipeline, interstate transmission pipelines are necessary to transport natural gas from source areas to
demand centers, and end use customers including electric generation facilities, industrial plants, and local
distribution companies. The benefits of such actions are often realized on a regional scale. For example,
states that do not produce appreciable natural gas, including Virginia and North Carolina, benefit
substantially from the nation’s interstate natural gas transmission system. During construction, ACP and
SHP would benefit the state and local economies by creating a short-term stimulus to the affected areas
through payroll expenditures, local purchases of consumables and project-specific materials, and sales tax.
Operation of the projects would result in long-term tax benefits for the counties crossed.

We received numerous comments concerning ACP’s and SHP’s impacts on property values. The
effect that a pipeline easement may have on a property value is a damage-related issue that would be
negotiated between the landowner and the applicants during the easement acquisition process, which is
designed to provide fair compensation to the landowner for the company’s right to use the property for
pipeline construction and operation. If the Commission issues Certificates of Public Convenience and
Necessity for ACP and SHP and easement negotiations are unsuccessful between the respective applicant
and property owner, fair compensation for the easement would be determined through legal proceedings
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and the eminent domain process. Regarding potential future sale of properties that contain natural gas
facilities, each potential purchaser has different criteria and differing values or considerations for
purchasing land. Decisions made by a purchaser are often site-specific and are difficult to generalize or
predict. With some exceptions, such as building structures within the pipeline easement or planting trees,
once a pipeline is buried, it does not preclude future use. Based on literature reviews and discussions with
real estate appraisers, we conclude that ACP and SHP would not result in decreased property values.

We received comments from several local business owners concerned that construction of ACP
and SHP would negatively impact their businesses and may, in some instances force them to close. We
acknowledge that businesses may be directly and indirectly impacted by the projects; however, overall
construction of ACP and SHP would benefit state and local economies by creating a short-term stimulus
to the affected areas. The long-term socioeconomic effect of the projects during operation is also likely to
be beneficial, based on the increase in tax revenues that would accrue in the affected communities and
jurisdictions.

We received comments regarding the potential for negative effects on natural resources and the
environment from construction and operation of ACP and SHP to negatively affect tourism, particularly
in the Rockfish Valley and Wintergreen areas in Nelson County, Virginia, Yogaville in Buckingham
County, Virginia, and Pocahontas County, West Virginia. Travelers and tourists in each state crossed by
the projects would experience temporary visual and noise impacts associated with construction personnel
and equipment and vegetation removal associated with construction workspaces. Atlantic would
coordinate with Rockfish Valley and Wintergreen area businesses and recreational stewards to inform
them of construction schedules and traffic volumes and would, to the extent practicable, schedule
construction activities to avoid conflicts with special events. Yogaville is located 1 mile from the ACP
route and over 4 miles from a proposed compressor station; therefore, we conclude no direct or indirect
impacts on tourism to Yogaville would result from construction and operation of the project.

We received comments regarding traffic impacts on existing narrow, single-lane, unpaved roads
that have been identified by Atlantic as access roads for use during construction in areas of West Virginia
and Virginia. We acknowledge there may be temporary construction impacts on residences and
businesses along these more narrow, rural access roads. Impacts may include inconveniences caused by
noise and dust; disruption to access of home and businesses; and traffic congestion. Atlantic and DETI
would prepare spread-specific traffic and transportation management plans for managing vehicle traffic
during construction of the projects to mitigate and minimize impacts.

We also received comments that ACP would delay or potentially prevent two large projects from
being developed in the Rockfish Valley area: a luxury hotel at Wintergreen Resort and the Spruce Creek
Resort and Market, a proposed resort, hotel, restaurant, and public market. Based on information
provided by Wintergreen Property Owners Association Inc. and Wintergreen Resort Inc., the proposed
hotel would be located over 1 mile east of the project. According to developers, the proposed
development is estimated to produce $15 million to $20 million in annual revenue. Based on information
provided by the developer, the AP-1 mainline would cross the Spruce Creek Resort and Market in Nelson
County, Virginia. Specifically, the developer is concerned that the project would cross the middle of the
property, eliminating the attractiveness of the resort area and, thus, development of the resort would be
stopped. We conclude that construction of ACP and development of the hotel at Wintergreen Resort and
the development of Spring Creek Resort and Market could be accomplished such that impacts associated
with ACP are reduced or mitigated for, while maintaining the appeal of the area, as demonstrated by other
residential and commercial developments in the area and similar projects throughout the country.

We received comments expressing concern about African American populations near ACP and
SHP that could experience disproportionate impacts from construction dust and compressor station
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emissions due to their susceptibility to asthma. Impacts from construction dust would be minor as they
would be temporary, localized, and not substantially alter the resource. Impacts from compressor station
emissions would be moderate because, while they would be permanent facilities, air emissions would not
exceed regulatory permittable levels. As a result, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
environmental justice populations as a result of air quality impacts, including impacts associated with the
proposed Compressor Station 2, would be expected as a result of ACP and SHP. Also, no
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental justice populations as a result of other
resources impacts would be expected.

Based on the analysis presented, we conclude that ACP and SHP would not have a significant
adverse impact on the socioeconomic conditions of the project areas.

Pipeline Integrity and Public Safety

We received numerous comments expressing concern about the integrity of ACP and SHP
facilities and their impact on public safety. All the proposed facilities would be designed, constructed,
operated, and maintained to meet or exceed the PHMSA’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR
192 and other applicable federal and state regulations. These regulations include specifications for
material selection and qualifications; minimum design requirements; and protection of the pipeline from
internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion. In addition to meeting all federal design standards, Atlantic
and DETI would also regularly monitor their facilities and perform routine inspections to ensure facility
integrity. These efforts would assist in the early detection of anomalies and would reduce the likelihood
of a pipeline incident. Additionally, based on an extensive review of publicly available information, we
have found no evidence that karst hazards such as sinkhole development pose a safety or integrity risk to
interstate transmission pipeline facilities. For these reasons, we conclude that ACP and SHP would not
significantly affect public safety.

Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative effect is the impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. NEPA requires
that the Commission conduct a cumulative impacts analysis. Consistent with available guidance and to
determine cumulative impacts, we identified projects whose impacts, when combined with those of ACP
and SHP, could result in a cumulative impact on the environment. ACP and SHP would occur in a region
that has historically been affected by human activity (e.g., timber harvesting, agricultural practices,
community and industrial development, and the introduction of non-indigenous plants, animals, and
insects). If constructed, the impacts of ACP and SHP and those of the identified past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects or actions would result in varying degrees of cumulative impact on the
environment.

Long-term but minor cumulative impacts would occur on forested wetland and upland forested
vegetation and associated wildlife habitats, as well as waterbodies, special status species, and visual
quality. Impacts on vernal pools, rocky outcrops, and subterranean features could adversely affect habitat
of wildlife species with limited mobility and home ranges. Subterranean obligate species are often
endemic to only a few known locations, and are vulnerable to changes in hydrological pattern or water
quality; therefore, it is possible that impacts associated with construction activities could have population-
level effects on these species. Short-term cumulative benefits would also be realized through jobs and
wages and purchases of goods and materials. There is also the potential that the proposed projects would
contribute to a cumulative improvement in regional air quality if a portion of the natural gas associated
with the proposed projects displaces the use of other more polluting fossil fuels. However, based on the
implementation of impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, we have concluded that
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most of impacts from construction and operation of ACP and SHP, when added to the impacts of other
projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact on the environment.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED

We evaluated the no-action alternative, system alternatives, route alternatives and variations, and
aboveground facility site alternatives. While the no-action alternative would eliminate the short- and
long-term environmental impacts identified in this EIS, the end-use markets would not receive the natural
gas to the delivery points specified by the precedent agreements signed by Atlantic and DETI within a
timeframe reasonably similar to the proposed projects. Because this alternative would not be able to meet
the purpose of ACP and SHP, we conclude it is not preferable to the proposed action. We also conclude
alternative energy sources, energy conservation, and efficiency are not within the scope of this analysis
because the purpose of ACP and SHP is to transport natural gas.

Our analysis of system alternatives concluded that other existing natural gas transmission systems
in the ACP and SHP area lack the available capacity to meet the purpose of the projects (except for
Atlantic’s proposed lease of capacity on the Piedmont system). Modifying these systems could result in
impacts similar to those of the proposed projects or would be economically impractical. Additional
compression/looping would not offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposed
actions. The use of an alternative transportation system, liquefied natural gas sourced gas, and/or truck or
rail would be economically impractical. We conclude that the use of a system alternative is not preferable
to the proposed action.

We evaluated 27 major pipeline route alternatives, including routes that would follow the
proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline right-of-way, existing electric transmission rights-of-way, and
interstate/highway rights-of-way, and several variations to avoid or minimize crossing of NFS and
National Park Service lands. We also evaluated four route variations and reviewed over 201 variations
considered by Atlantic and DETI. Furthermore, we evaluated several alternatives for Atlantic’s proposed
Compressor Stations 1, 2, and 3. We also evaluated the feasibility of using electric motor-driven
compressors as an alternative to the natural gas-driven compressors proposed for ACP. Increasing
collocation with existing rights-of-way, avoiding federal lands, concern about construction through karst
sensitive terrain, impacts on affected landowners and communities, and general environmental concerns
were all reasons for evaluating pipeline alternatives and variations. In evaluating these alternatives and
variations, we compared several factors including (but not limited to) total length, acres affected,
wetlands and waterbodies crossed, forested land crossed, the number of residences within 50 feet of
workspace, public land crossed, recreation features crossed, and collocation with existing rights-of-
way. We also considered construction constraints and economic practicality.

To address concerns raised by the FS, Atlantic developed and adopted a 90-mile route change to
avoid sensitive salamander habitats (associated with Atlantic’s March 14, 2016 amendment).
Additionally, in response to consultation with Commission staff in pre-filing, Atlantic adopted several
route alternatives when it filed its application that collocated with existing utility or road rights-of-way.
Because of these consultations, Atlantic adopted nearly 60 miles of additional collocation into its route.

Based on our evaluations, we conclude that the major pipeline route alternatives do not offer a
significant environmental advantage when compared to the proposed route or would not be economically
practical; and therefore, are not preferable to the proposed action. We recommend that DETI continue to
consult with the Westmoreland Conservancy to minimize impacts to conservation lands, and recommend
that Atlantic incorporate the Butterwood Creek Route Variation into the final ACP route. Lastly, we
conclude that the alternative aboveground facility locations evaluated do not offer significant
environmental advantages when compared to the proposed locations and are not preferable to the
proposed action.
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MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

As described in this executive summary and throughout the environmental analysis section of this
EIS, we conclude that construction and operation of ACP and SHP would result in temporary and
permanent impacts on the environment. We also conclude that the projects would result in some adverse
effects, but with Atlantic’s and DETI’s implementation of their respective impact avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures as well as their adherence to our recommendations to further
avoid, minimize, and mitigate these impacts, most project effects would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. Although many factors were considered during our environmental review, the principal
reasons for these conclusions are:

. Atlantic and DETI would minimize impacts on the natural and human environments
during construction and operation of its facilities by implementing the numerous
measures described in their respective construction and restoration plans;

. all the proposed facilities would be constructed and operated in compliance with federal
standards, requirements, and thresholds including DOT materials requirements and EPA
air emissions standards;

. Atlantic would complete a COM Plan that includes additional measures to minimize
impacts on environmental resources on NFS lands, and the FS’ SUP process for
Atlantic’s easement over federal lands would provide terms and conditions for
construction and operation;

o a high level of public participation was achieved during the pre-filing and post
application review processes and helped inform our analysis;

. environmental justice populations would not be disproportionately affected by the
projects;
. Atlantic and DETI would implement a steep slope management program and slip

avoidance, identification, prevention, and remediation plan to minimize erosion and
landslide potential in steep slope areas;

. the HDD crossing method would be utilized for most major waterbodies, most other
waterbodies would be crossed using dry crossing methods, and Atlantic and DETI would
be required to obtain applicable permits and provide mitigation for unavoidable impacts
on waterbodies and wetlands through coordination with the USACE and state regulatory
agencies;

. we would complete the process of complying with the ESA prior to any construction, and
the FWS would issue biological opinions that include additional conservation measures,
as needed, to assure that ACP and SHP would not jeopardize the continued existence of
any species under their jurisdiction and would not adversely modify or destroy designated
critical habitat;

. we would complete the process of complying with section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and implementing the regulations at 36 CFR 800 prior to allowing any
construction to begin; and
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environmental inspection and monitoring programs would ensure compliance with all
construction and mitigation measures that become conditions of the FERC authorizations
and other approvals.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) is responsible for deciding
whether to authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of interstate natural gas transmission
pipeline facilities. As part of its decision-making process, the Commission is required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing regulations to consider the environmental impacts
resulting from the construction and operation of a proposed project. The Commission’s environmental staff
has prepared this final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the potential environmental impacts
that could result from the construction and operation of two separate, but related, interstate natural gas
transmission pipelines and associated facilities proposed by Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC (Atlantic) and
Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (DETI).! Atlantic would construct and operate the Atlantic Coast
Pipeline (ACP) and DETI would construct and operate the Supply Header Project (SHP). The U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) — Forest Service (FS); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), West Virginia, Virginia,
North Carolina Field Offices; FWS, Great Dismal Swamp National Wildlife Refuge (NWR); West Virginia
Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP); and West Virginia Division of Natural Resources
(WVDNR) are cooperating agencies assisting in the preparation of the EIS because they have jurisdiction by
law or special expertise with respect to environmental resources and impacts associated with Atlantic’s and
DETI’s proposal. The roles of the FERC and the cooperating agencies in the review process for both
projects are described in section 1.2.

The vertical line in the margin identifies text that is new or modified in the final EIS and differs
materially from corresponding text in the draft EIS. Changes were made to address comments from
cooperating agencies and other stakeholders on the draft EIS; incorporate modifications to ACP and SHP
proposed by Atlantic and DETI after publication of the draft EIS; and incorporate information filed by
Atlantic and DETI in response to our recommendations in the draft EIS. As a result of the changes, 50 of
the recommendations identified in the draft EIS are no longer applicable to ACP and SHP and do not
appear in the final EIS. Additionally, 15 recommendations identified in the draft EIS have been
substantively modified in the final EIS, and 36 new recommendations have been added in the final EIS.

On September 18, 2015, Atlantic and DETI filed respective applications with the FERC in Docket
Nos. CP15-554-000 and CP15-555-000 pursuant to sections 7(b) and 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA)
and Parts 157 and 284 of the Commission’s regulations. Atlantic and DETI are seeking Certificates of
Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) to construct, own, and operate a natural gas pipeline and
related facilities, and Blanket Certificates for limited future activities and services on the new facilities.
In addition, on September 18, 2015, Atlantic and Piedmont Natural Gas. Co., Inc. (Piedmont) filed a joint
application with the FERC in Docket No. CP15-556-000 pursuant to section 7(c) of the NGA and Part 157
of the Commission’s regulations. Atlantic and Piedmont are seeking Certificates that would authorize
Atlantic to lease capacity on Piedmont’s existing pipeline distribution system for use by Atlantic for the
Public Service Company of North Carolina, Inc. (Capacity Lease). In addition, Piedmont requests a
limited jurisdiction Certificate to enter into the Capacity Lease with Atlantic to allow for the interstate
transportation of natural gas through Piedmont’s facilities. Piedmont is requesting a determination that
the Capacity Lease would not affect its status as a natural gas local distribution company, which would
not otherwise be subject to regulation by the Commission.

1 Atlantic is a company formed by Dominion Energy, Inc. (Dominion); Duke Energy Corporation; Piedmont Natural
Gas Co., Inc.; and The Southern Company. DETI is a subsidiary of Dominion.
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On March 14, 2016, Atlantic filed an amendment to its initial application with the FERC in
Docket No. CP15-554-001. Atlantic’s amended application identified various route modifications to its
initially proposed route in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina.

ACP would involve constructing and operating 519.7 miles of 42- and 36-inch-diameter mainline
pipeline; 84.8 miles of 16- and 20-inch-diameter lateral pipeline; three new compressor stations; and
valves, 2 pig® launchers and receivers, and meter and regulating (M&R) stations* in West Virginia,
Virginia, and North Carolina. Atlantic would seek approval to begin construction as soon as possible
after receiving all necessary permits and authorizations; Atlantic’s proposed construction schedule is
described in section 2.4. ACP would be capable of delivering up to 1.5 billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/d)
of natural gas.

SHP would involve constructing and operating 37.5 miles of 30-inch-diameter pipeline loop,®
modifications at four existing compressor stations, one M&R station, and valves and pig launchers and
receivers in Pennsylvania and West Virginia. DETI would seek approval to begin construction as soon as
possible after receiving all necessary permits and authorizations; DETI’s proposed construction schedule
is described in section 2.4. SHP would enable DETI to provide firm transportation service of up to 1.5
Bcf/d of natural gas to various customers, including Atlantic. In addition, DETI is requesting
authorization to abandon in place two existing gathering compressor units at its existing Hastings
Compressor Station in Wetzel County, West Virginia.

A detailed description of the projects is presented in section 2. Figure 1-1 provides an overview
map of ACP and SHP.

11 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED
Atlantic’s and DETI’s stated purpose for ACP and SHP are, in summary:

. to serve the growing energy needs of multiple public utilities and local distribution
companies in Virginia and North Carolina by using the natural gas to generate electricity
for industrial, commercial, and residential uses;

. to provide natural gas for direct residential, commercial, and industrial uses;

o to increase the reliability and security of natural gas supplies in Virginia and North
Carolina; and

. to provide access to a low cost supply hub® with a large volume of transactions

characterized by multiple buyers and sellers willing to trade natural gas on a daily basis
and into the futures market (liquidity).

Additional discussion of each project component is provided below.

2 Avalve is an aboveground facility that is capable of controlling the flow of gas in a pipeline.

3 A pipeline pig is a device used to clean or inspect a pipeline. A pig launcher/receiver is an aboveground facility
where pigs are inserted or retrieved from the pipeline.

4 A meter and regulating station is an aboveground facility that contains the equipment necessary to measure the
volume of gas flowing in a pipeline.

> A pipeline loop is a segment of pipe constructed along an existing pipeline to increase capacity.

& A hub is a location where two or more pipeline systems interconnect and that offers administrative services that
facilitate the movement and/or transfer of gas.
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1.1.1 Atlantic Coast Project

As stated by Atlantic, ACP would serve the growing energy needs of multiple public utilities and
local distribution companies in Virginia and North Carolina. The majority (Atlantic anticipates
approximately 79.2 percent) of the natural gas transported by ACP would be used as a fuel to generate
electricity for industrial, commercial, and residential uses. Lesser amounts of the natural gas would also
be used directly for residential (9.1 percent), industrial (8.9 percent), and commercial and other uses (e.g.,
vehicle fuel) (2.8 percent). Atlantic states that access to additional low-cost natural gas supplies from
ACP would increase the reliability and security of natural gas supplies in Virginia and North Carolina.

Currently, there is only one major interstate pipeline system that serves as the single source of
natural gas supplies to most customers in North Carolina: the Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company,
LLC (Transco) pipeline system (U.S. Energy Information Administration [EIA], 2015). This pipeline
system traverses north-south and primarily serves customers in the western part of North Carolina. There
are currently no interstate natural gas transmission pipelines that supply eastern North Carolina.

In April 2014, Duke Energy Corporation (Duke Energy) and Piedmont issued requests for
proposals (RFPs) for incremental pipeline transportation service due to their existing and future natural
gas generation requirements, core load growth, and system reliability and supply diversity goals. In June
2014, Virginia Power Services Energy Corp., Inc. issued an RFP for firm transportation service to serve
Virginia. Following the RFP processes, these companies contracted for transportation service on ACP, as
did other companies in the region.

According to Atlantic, ACP and SHP would connect growing demand areas in Virginia and North
Carolina with growing supply areas in the Appalachian region and provide access to the Dominion South
Point supply hub, consisting of abundant supplies on the DETI system that are sourced from a wide
variety of upstream pipeline interconnects and diverse production areas. More specifically, ACP would
provide up to 1.5 Bcf/d of firm natural gas transportation service into West Virginia, Virginia, and North
Carolina.

Of the new firm transportation capacity of up to 1.5 Bcf/d proposed, approximately 1.44 Bcf/d is
currently subscribed pursuant to precedent agreements with six customers (Virginia Power Services, Inc.;
Duke Energy Progress, Inc.; Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC; Piedmont; Public Service Company of North
Carolina, Inc. [PSCN]; and Virginia Natural Gas, Inc.). These customers are major utilities and local
distribution companies in the region. Atlantic states that the remaining unsubscribed capacity would be
awarded and contracted for in accordance with Commission policies applicable to open-access interstate
pipelines and the provisions of applicable FERC gas tariffs.

We’ received comments disputing the need for gas in the delivery area, and stating that other
proposed projects would be capable of delivering gas to the same general area. As discussed above,
Atlantic and DETI have entered into long-term precedent agreements for 96 percent of the project
capacity to six specific customers. Other proposed projects in the area, such as the Mountain Valley
Pipeline (MVP) Project proposed by Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC, have also entered into precedent
agreements for gas, and its customers (EQT Energy, LLC; Roanoke Gas Company; USG Properties
Marcellus Holdings, LLC; WGL Midstream, Inc.; and Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.)
are different than Atlantic’s customers. Additionally, the EIA projects natural gas consumption will
continue increasing due to population growth, industrial consumption, and electric power generation (EIA,
2015).

" The pronouns “we,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the FERC's Office of Energy Projects.
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We received comments asserting that the ultimate purpose of ACP and SHP is to export natural
gas overseas as liquefied natural gas (LNG). Whereas various proposals to site LNG liquefaction and
export facilities are before the Commission and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), ACP is not
designed to export natural gas overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP. In
addition, as discussed above, Atlantic’s application stated most of the natural gas transported by ACP
would be used as a fuel to generate electricity for industrial, commercial, and residential uses. Moreover,
there are no licensed or proposed terminals to export liquefied natural gas in either Virginia or North
Carolina.

1.1.2  Supply Header Project

SHP would provide Atlantic’s customers with access to the Dominion South Point supply hub in
Pennsylvania and multiple physical interconnecting entities including upstream natural gas pipelines.
According to Atlantic and DETI, this would allow Atlantic’s end-use customers to access a variety of
supply options providing them access to physical interconnects with upstream suppliers in addition to the
market participants who have access to Dominion South Point. In total, SHP would enable DETI to
deliver up to 1.5 Bcf/d of natural gas to SHP shippers, including Atlantic, who has committed to
approximately 1.44 Bcf/d of the planned capacity of SHP. Atlantic and DETI state that the remaining
unsubscribed capacity on SHP would be awarded and contracted for in accordance with Commission
policies applicable to open-access interstate pipelines and the provisions of applicable FERC gas tariffs.

1.1.3 Atlantic-Piedmont Capacity Lease

According to Atlantic and Piedmont, the Capacity Lease would allow Atlantic to service North
Carolina markets using additional Piedmont capacity that would be available when ACP begins service.
Use of this capacity to serve the PSCN (or other customers seeking deliveries in the area) would avoid the
need for construction of duplicative facilities, eliminating potential over-building and the consequent
effects on landowners and the environment. Moreover, the costs of the Capacity Lease are less than the
costs of constructing new pipeline capacity. By integrating the leased capacity with Atlantic’s other
assets and facilities proposed as part of ACP, and given the access to flexible supplies provided by the
related SHP, Atlantic would be able to provide the firm service requested by PSCN in the most
environmentally and economically efficient manner. Further, the Capacity Lease would offer significant
administrative efficiencies by allowing for nominations and scheduling of supplies with only one pipeline
(as opposed to separate nominations to bring supplies through ACP for delivery to the Piedmont gate
station, with a separate arrangement with Piedmont to transport through Piedmont’s system to a PSCN
interconnection). Because the Capacity Lease does not involve the construction of additional facilities, it
is not further addressed in this EIS.

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THIS EIS
Our principal purposes in preparing this EIS are to:

1. identify and assess potential impacts on the natural and human environment that would
result from constructing and operating ACP and SHP;

2. describe and evaluate reasonable alternatives to ACP and SHP that would avoid or
minimize adverse impacts on the environment;

3. identify and recommend specific mitigation measures, as necessary, to avoid or further
reduce/minimize environmental impacts; and
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4. encourage and facilitate involvement by the public and interested agencies in the
environmental review process.

The environmental topics addressed in this EIS include geology; soils; groundwater and surface
water; wetlands; vegetation; fish and wildlife; threatened, endangered, and other special-status species;
land use and recreation; visual resources; socioeconomics (including environmental justice); cultural
resources; air quality and noise; reliability and safety; and cumulative impacts. This EIS describes the
affected environment as it currently exists, addresses the environmental consequences of ACP and SHP,
and compares the projects’ potential impacts to those of various alternatives. The EIS also presents our
conclusions and recommended mitigation measures.®

1.2.1 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct) established FERC as the lead federal agency responsible
for evaluating applications to construct, operate, and maintain interstate natural gas pipeline facilities.
Certificates are issued under section 7(c) of the NGA if the Commission determines a project is required
by the public convenience and necessity. Authorizations are issued under section 7(b) of the NGA if the
Commission determines an abandonment will not negatively affect the present or future public
convenience and necessity.

As the lead federal agency, we prepared this EIS to assess the environmental impacts that could
result from constructing and operating ACP and SHP. This document was prepared in compliance with
the requirements of NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations implementing
procedural provisions of NEPA in Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500-1508 (40 CFR 1500-
1508), and the FERC’s regulations implementing NEPA in 18 CFR 380. As applicable, this EIS is also
intended to fulfill the cooperating federal agencies” NEPA obligations (see section 1.2.2). In addition,
this EIS is intended to assist the cooperating state agencies’ permitting obligations (see sections 1.2.6 and
1.2.7).

The Commission will consider the findings contained herein as well as non-environmental issues
in its review of Atlantic’s and DETI’s applications. Approvals will be granted only if the FERC finds that
the evidence produced on technical competence, financing, rates, market demand, gas supply,
environmental impact, long-term feasibility, and other issues demonstrates that ACP and SHP are
required by the public convenience and necessity. Environmental impact analyses and mitigation
development are important factors in the overall public interest determination.

The FERC may impose conditions on any Certificate granted (if it chooses to do so) for ACP and
SHP. These conditions could include requirements and mitigation measures identified in this EIS to
minimize environmental impacts associated with ACP and SHP (see section 5.2). We will recommend to
the Commission that these requirements and mitigation measures (indicated with bold type in the text) be
included as conditions to any approving Certificate issued for ACP and SHP. Further, Atlantic and DETI
would be required to implement the construction procedures and mitigation measures it has proposed in
its filings with the FERC, including those in appendices of this EIS, unless specifically modified by other
Certificate conditions.

8 The “recommendations” in the EIS text are not recommendations to the Atlantic and DETI (i.e., they are not
mere suggestions to the project sponsors). Rather, they are FERC staff’s recommendations to the Commission
for inclusion as mandatory conditions to any authorization it may issue for ACP and SHP. Please see section 5.2
of the EIS for how these conditions would appear in a FERC Order.
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Other regulatory agencies also may include terms and conditions or stipulations as part of their
permits or approvals. While there would be jurisdictional differences between the FERC’s and other
agencies’ conditions, Atlantic’s and DETI’s environmental inspection program for ACP and SHP would
address all environmental or construction-related conditions or other permit requirements placed on ACP
and SHP by all regulatory agencies.

1.2.2 Cooperating Agencies
1.2.2.1 U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service

The FS is a civilian federal agency within the USDA, and can trace its roots back to 1876 when
Congress assigned the Office of Special Agent within the USDA the responsibility of assessing the
quality of forests in the country. With the Forest Reserve Act of 1891, Congress established the process
for designating western public domain lands that later became National Forests. In 1905, President
Theodore Roosevelt established the FS to provide quality water and timber for the nation’s benefit, and
transferred the care of the national forests to the new agency. The Weeks Act of 1911 authorized the FS
to purchase privately owned lands in the eastern United States for the protection of water supplies and
navigable rivers.

The mission of the FS is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the national forests
and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations. It is the responsibility of the FS to
manage the national forests for multiple uses of resources such as water, forage, wildlife, wood,
recreation, minerals, and wilderness; and to provide products and benefits to benefit the American people
while ensuring the productivity of the land and protecting the quality of the environment. The agency
carries out this mission through four main activities: international assistance in forest management,
domestic community assistance to help protect and manage non-federal forest lands, forestry research,
and the protection and management of National Forest System (NFS) lands. Although the agency
manages NFS lands under many laws and regulations, three Acts primarily govern the mission of the FS:
the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, NEPA, and the National Forest Management Act of 1976
(NFMA).

Executive Order (EO) 13212, May 18, 2001, directed federal agencies to take appropriate actions,
consistent with applicable law, to expedite reviews of authorizations for energy related projects and to
take other action necessary to accelerate the completion of such projects while maintaining safety, public
health, and environmental protections. To facilitate EO 13212, the Secretaries of Agriculture, Interior,
and Energy, and other federal agencies have agreed, through a formal Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), to coordinate their efforts and cooperate in the expeditious processing of authorizations for
construction of natural gas pipelines.

In an April 22, 2015 letter to the FERC, the FS agreed to be a cooperating agency in the
preparation of this EIS. The FS participated in the NEPA scoping process, prepared environmental
analyses related to FS permitting and resource expertise, and contributed to the development of applicable
portions of the EIS. The FS will consider adopting this EIS for agency decisions pursuant to 40 CFR
1506.3(c) if, after an independent review of the document, the FS concurs that the analysis provides
sufficient evidence to support agency decisions and is satisfied that agency comments and suggestions
have been addressed. FS land management planning requirements are established by the NFMA and
regulations at 36 CFR 219. These laws and regulations require a national forest-specific, multi-year Land
and Resource Management Plan (LRMP). All projects or activities within a national forest must be
consistent with the governing LRMP, pursuant to 36 CFR 219.15, and must undergo a NEPA review.
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ACP would cross NFS lands of the Monongahela National Forest (MNF) and the George
Washington National Forest (GWNF). Pursuant to the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 and in accordance
with federal regulations in 43 CFR 2880, Atlantic must secure a special use permit (SUP) from the FS to
cross NFS lands. On November 12, 2015, Atlantic applied to the FS for a SUP to construct and operate
its pipeline on the MNF and GWNF, and on June 16, 2016, April 17, 2017, and April 21, 2017, Atlantic
submitted revised SUP applications to the FS. The FS is considering issuance of a SUP that would
provide terms and conditions for construction and operation of ACP on NFS lands in response to
Atlantic’s application. Issuance of the SUP must be in accordance with 36 CFR 251 Subpart B, the
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (as amended), relevant FS manual and handbook direction, the Forest’s
LRMPs, and other applicable laws and regulations. In making this decision, the FS will consider several
factors including conformance with the MNF LRMP (FS, 2011) and GWNF LRMP (FS, 2014) and
impacts on resources and programs. Following adoption of the final EIS, the FS will issue a Record of
Decision (ROD) that documents the decision whether to issue the SUP to Atlantic.

The issuance of a SUP by the FS would be in addition to any authorization issued by the FERC
for ACP. The pipeline right-of-way, if approved, would be authorized by issuance of a temporary SUP
from the FS for the pipeline clearing and construction phase, which would terminate upon completion of
construction. A long-term SUP for ongoing pipeline operations and maintenance for up to a 30-year term
would then be issued. Once ACP is constructed and in operation, the SUP would be modified to reflect
the final location of the project, the associated 50-foot-wide maintenance corridor, and any roads on
federal lands or under federal easements that are necessary for project operations. A Road Use permit
may be required for commercial hauling on existing roads open to the public and under the FS jurisdiction,
often known as NFS roads. Such additional permitting would be issued on an individual basis per road if
required due to size, weight, or legal travel restrictions.

In accordance with Forest Service Manual 2700, Special Uses Management (FSM 2700), FS
policy in FSM 2703.2(2) directs the agency to consider the public interest and authorize use of NFS lands
only if: a) the proposed use is consistent with the mission of the FS to manage NFS lands and resources in
a manner that will best meet the present and future needs of the American people, taking into account the
needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources; and b) the proposed use cannot
reasonably be accommodated on non-NFS lands. FSM 2703.2(3) also states to not authorize the use of
NFS lands solely because it affords the applicant a lower cost or less restrictive location when compared
with non-NFS lands.

The FS will use this EIS to review the project in accordance with applicable regulations,
including, but not limited to, FSM 1900 — Planning, Chapter 1920 — Land Management Planning; FSM
2700 — Special Uses Management, Chapter 2720 — Special Uses Administration (2726.31b through
2726.31e, 2726.32, 2726.33, 2726.34, etc.); 36 CFR 251.54; 36 CFR 219.15; and 30 United States Code
(U.S.C.) 185.

Monongahela National Forest and George Washington National Forest

Approximately 5 miles of the AP-1 mainline right-of-way would cross the MNF in Pocahontas
County, West Virginia; and 16 miles of the AP-1 mainline right-of-way would cross the GWNF in
Highland, Bath, and Augusta Counties, Virginia. There are no significant aboveground facilities (such as
compressor stations, M&R stations, valves) proposed within the MNF or GWNF, although there would be
minor appurtenances that include test stations and line markers, which would be entirely contained within
the operational right-of-way as required by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) — Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) safety regulations. A summary of land
requirements on NFS lands is provided in section 2.2. Specific milepost ranges crossed by the AP-1
mainline are provided in section 4.8.9.
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During the early planning stages of the project, Atlantic worked to identify a route(s) that avoided
NFS lands. However, the linear nature of the pipeline corridor and the boundaries of the MNF and
GWNF make it difficult to avoid NFS lands while still meeting the project objective with respect to
contracted delivery points. Section 3.3.4 provides our analysis of a potential route alternative that would
avoid NFS lands, as well as an alternative route crossing NFS lands.

The topography within the MNF and GWNF also makes it difficult to avoid every circumstance
that would be inconsistent with the management direction and standards in the LRMPs. If the FS decides
to issue a SUP for crossing the MNF and GWNF, the FS has determined that it would be required to
amend the respective LRMPs. The FS intends to also adopt this EIS in its assessment of potential
amendments to the LRMPs that could then make ACP a conforming use of the LRMPs (additional detail
is in section 4.8.9 of this EIS). One ROD will be issued that will include the decisions for the LRMP
amendments and the authorization for the pipeline crossing for both the MNF and GWNF.

One of the many partnerships that the FS participates in for the management of certain NFS lands
is the unique cooperative management system partnership for the Appalachian National Scenic Trail
(ANST). The ANST, first envisioned in 1921 and first completed as a footpath through 14 states in 1937,
became the first National Scenic Trail in the United States with the passage of the National Trails System
Act (NTSA) in 1968. This federal law designates the entire 2,190-mile-long ANST as a National Scenic
Trail; designates the National Park Service (NPS) as the lead federal agency for the administration of the
entire ANST; recognizes the rights of the other federal and state public land managers whose lands are
crossed by the ANST; and requires the consistent cooperative management of the unique ANST resource
by the NPS; working formally with the non-profit Appalachian Trail Conservancy (ATC), local ATC-
affiliated Trail Clubs, and all the public land managing agencies that the ANST traverses — notably and
specifically, the FS. More of the ANST is on NFS lands than any of more than 75 other public land
ownerships trail-wide.

Both the NPS and FS have acquired private lands in the name of the U.S. Government
specifically for the protection of the ANST, beyond the public lands that they already managed in 1968.
Near the proposed ACP route, because of the location of the official proclamation boundary of the
GWNF, the NPS and FS have each separately acquired several land parcels since 1978 for the ANST.
Under the authority of the NTSA, ongoing management of some of the NPS-acquired parcels has been
administratively transferred to the FS through a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). In the MOA, the
NPS retained certain responsibilities over the transferred trail segments, including any future
authorization of oil or gas pipeline crossings. The NPS retains only those specific interests in the lands
which were expressly reserved in the MOA. Otherwise, the trail segments transferred to the FS are
subject exclusively to FS regulations and management authority under the terms of the MOA and are in
all respects NFS lands for the duration of the MOA. The ANST is a unit of the National Park system;
however, the lands acquired and administered by the FS for the ANST are NFS lands and subject
exclusively to FS regulations and management authority. The currently proposed ACP route does not
involve NPS-transferred trail segments; thus, an authorization from the NPS is not required for Atlantic’s
proposed ANST crossing on NFS lands. This difference between NPS and FS administrative actions on
their respective managed lands is a factor in the proposed routing of ACP across FS-acquired ANST
parcels rather than NPS-acquired ANST parcels.

1.2.2.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

ACP and SHP cross areas within the Huntington, Pittsburgh, Norfolk, and Wilmington Districts
of the USACE. The USACE has jurisdictional authority pursuant to section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA), which governs the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States; section
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA), which regulates any work or structures that potentially affect
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the navigable capacity of navigable waters of the United States; and section 14 of the RHA, which
regulates the temporary occupation of water-related structures constructed by the United States.

The USACE elected to be a cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS in accordance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations in 40 CFR 1501.6. As a cooperating agency, the USACE would adopt the
EIS per 40 CFR 1506.3 if, after an independent review of the document, it concludes that its comments
and suggestions have been satisfied. As an element of its review, the USACE must consider whether the
proposed projects represent the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative pursuant to the
CWA section 404(b)(1) guidelines. The term practicable means available and capable of being done after
taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics considering the overall purpose of ACP
and SHP.

Although this document addresses environmental impacts associated with the proposed ACP and
SHP as it relates to section 404 of the CWA and sections 10 and 14 of the RHA, it does not serve as a
public notice for any of the USACE’s permits.

1.2.2.3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The EPA has delegated water quality certifications under section 401 of the CWA to individual
state agencies, but the EPA may assume this authority if no state program exists, if the state program is
not functioning adequately, or at the request of a state. The EPA also oversees the issuance of a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit by the state agency, under section 402 of the
CWA, for point-source discharge of water used for hydrostatic testing of pipelines into waterbodies. In
addition, the EPA has the authority to review and veto the USACE decisions on section 404 permits.

The EPA also has jurisdictional authority to control air pollution under the Clean Air Act (CAA)
(42 U.S.C. Chapter 85) by developing and enforcing rules and regulations for all entities that emit toxic
substances into the air. Under this authority, the EPA has developed regulations for major sources of air
pollution. The EPA has delegated the authority to implement these regulations to state and local agencies,
who are also allowed to develop their own regulations for non-major sources. The EPA also establishes
general conformity applicability thresholds, with which a federal agency can determine whether a specific
action requires a general conformity assessment.

In addition to its permitting responsibilities, the EPA is required under section 309 of the CAA to
review and publicly comment on the environmental impacts of major federal actions including actions
that are the subject of draft and final EISs and responsible for implementing certain procedural provisions
of the NEPA (e.g., publishing the Notices of Availability of the draft and final EISs in the Federal
Register) to establish statutory timeframes for the environmental review process.

1.2.2.4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Atlantic’s initially proposed route crossed the Great Dismal Swamp NWR and, as such, the FWS
agreed to be a cooperating agency for the preparation of this EIS. Atlantic subsequently identified a
proposed route that would avoid crossing the NWR. Since the issuance of the draft EIS, the FWS (West
Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina Field Offices) elected to participate as cooperating agency due to
its responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). The FWS also has special expertise regarding effects
on fish and wildlife and other environmental values and works to conserve, protect, and recover species
under the ESA.
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1.2.2.5 West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection

The WVDEP is responsible for implementing and enforcing West Virginia’s environmental
regulations with respect to managing the state’s air, land, and water resources. The Division of Water and
Waste Management’s (DWWM) mission is to preserve, protect, and enhance the state’s watersheds for
the benefit and safety of all its citizens through implementation of programs controlling hazardous waste,
solid waste, and surface and groundwater pollution from any source. The DWWM may grant, grant with
conditions, waive, or deny a Water Quality Certificate application under section 401 of the CWA, and
operates in accordance with 47 Code of State Rules (CSR) 5A. Section 401 Water Quality Certification is
required for each permit or license issued by a federal agency to ensure that projects do not violate the
state’s water quality standards or stream designated uses. The WVDEP’s Division of Air Quality
implements the permit program established under the West Virginia’s Air Pollution Control Act. Major
emission sources are primarily permitted under the new source review rules found at 45 CSR 14 and 45
CSR 19. Under 45 CSR 30, the Division issues Operating Permits for Title V of the CAA. Table 1.4-1in
section 1.4 lists the WVDEP environmental permits, licenses, approvals, and consultations that are
applicable for ACP and SHP.

In addition to serving as a regulatory role for the proposed project, the WVDEP has requested to
be a cooperating agency to lend experience and insight concerning environmental impacts relative to this
type of proposed action, and to provide recommendations on assessment, minimization, and mitigation of
potential environmental impacts.

1.2.2.6 West Virginia Division of Natural Resources

The statutory mission of the WVDNR is to provide and administer a long-range comprehensive
program for the exploration, conservation, development, protection, enjoyment, and use of the natural
resources of the State of West Virginia. The WVDNR is composed of Wildlife Resources Section (WRS),
State Parks and Forests Section, and Law Enforcement Section, and the Office of Lands and Streams. In
addition, the FS and WVDNR cooperate on the management of wildlife and fisheries within the MNF.

Under State Code 820-2-1, “It is declared to be the public policy of the State of West Virginia
that the wildlife resources of this state shall be protected for the use and enjoyment of all the citizens of
the State. All species of wildlife shall be maintained for values which may be either intrinsic or
ecological or of benefit to man. Such benefits shall include (1) hunting, fishing, and other diversified
recreational uses; (2) economic contributions in the best interests of the people of this state; and (3)
scientific and educational uses.”

The WRS is responsible for management of the state’s wildlife resources. The primary objective
of the WRS is to maintain and perpetuate fish and wildlife at levels compatible with the available habitat
while providing maximum opportunities for recreation, research, and education. The WRS is comprised
of Game Management, Fisheries, Wildlife Diversity, Technical Support, and Environmental Coordination
Units.

The WRS Environmental Coordination Unit reviews numerous projects that potentially impact
wildlife, fisheries, and their respective habitats. Primary concerns are road construction, stream alteration,
hydropower projects, power line rights-of-way, gas line construction, oil/gas well sites, surface mines,
and other construction projects. In numerous cases, the Coordination Unit has made recommendations to
alter projects to reduce detrimental impacts on wildlife and fisheries. The Technical Support unit
provides Geographic Information System (GIS) and computer support to all biologists in the agency.
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Currently, the Game Management Unit conducts management activities on 105 Wildlife
Management Areas and 8 State Forests totaling 1,415,839 acres. Black bear, white-tailed deer, and wild
turkey are some of the most important hunted game species. Impacts on property managed by the WRS
may be subject to review by the FWS for concurrence under the authority established in 50 CFR 80.

Fisheries management programs are designed to provide a variety of fishing opportunities and
experiences for the enjoyment of anglers. These programs consist of efforts focused on warmwater
species (e.g., walleye and channel catfish), and coldwater species (e.g., trout), that are stocked in rivers,
lakes, reservoirs, and streams throughout the state. Research, stocking, public access development,
regulations, and outreach combined with habitat protection, improvement, and restoration form the
foundation of management of the state’s fishery resources.

The Wildlife Diversity and Natural Heritage Program is responsible for those species listed by the
federal government as threatened or endangered, as well as nongame wildlife, nongame fish, mussels,
birds, and their habitats. It also administers outreach programs and provides vital assessment information.

The State Parks and Forests Section promotes conservation by preserving and protecting natural
areas of unique or exceptional scenic, scientific, cultural, archaeological, or historical significance and to
provide outdoor recreational opportunities for the citizens of this state and its visitors. The system is
composed of 35 parks, 7 forests, 5 wildlife management areas, the Greenbrier River Trail, and the North
Bend Rail Trail.

The Office of Lands and Streams (OLS) preserves, protects, and enhances the State’s title to its
recreation lands. Currently, the WVDNR holds title to the beds of the state’s rivers, creeks, and streams
totaling some 34,000 miles or some 5,000 named waterways in the state. The OLS grants right-of-entry
letters to governmental agencies, companies, and individuals to conduct construction activities in the
state’s rivers, creeks, and streams as well as right-of-way licenses for pipelines, underground or
underwater cables, and overhead power and telephone lines crossing the state’s waterways.

The Law Enforcement Section is responsible for the prompt, orderly, and effective enforcement
of all laws of Chapter 20, Code of West Virginia, and rules promulgated under that authority. Of primary
importance is the protection of West Virginia’s wildlife to the degree that wildlife is not endangered by
unlawful activities.

For the portion of ACP that crosses the Seneca State Forest and SHP that crosses the Lewis
Wetzel Wildlife Management Area (WMA), and as stated in its comments on the draft EIS, the NPS notes
that while the responsibility for compliance with the provisions of the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF) Act rests with the state, the state in turn consults with the NPS for guidance and to sort out
details of the proposal; therefore, NPS concurrence is needed for the Seneca State Forest and Lewis
Wetzel WMA crossings. The WVDNR would require a license agreement containing pertinent mitigative
stipulations for ACP and SHP to cross the Seneca State Forest and Lewis Wetzel WMA. Additionally,
the WVDNR would require a license agreement for SHP to cross the North Bend Rail Trail and for ACP
to cross the Greenbrier River Trail, which may include any pertinent mitigation deemed necessary by the
WVDNR. Table 1.4-1 in section 1.4 lists the WVDNR environmental permits, licenses, approvals, and
consultations that would be applicable for ACP and SHP.

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

On October 31, 2014, Atlantic and DETI filed requests to implement the Commission’s Pre-filing
Process for ACP and SHP. FERC established its Pre-filing Process to encourage early involvement of
interested stakeholders, facilitate interagency cooperation, and identify and resolve environmental issues
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before an application is filed with the FERC and facility locations are formally proposed. FERC granted
Atlantic’s and DETI’s requests to use the Pre-filing Process on November 13, 2014, and established pre-
filing Docket Nos. PF15-6-000 and PF15-5-000 for the projects, respectively. At that time, we selected
Merjent, Inc. (Merjent) as our third-party environmental contractor to assist us in the preparation of this
EIS.° Merjent staff also attended open houses, public meetings, reviewed Resource Reports, and drafted
environmental information request questions.

Prior to and during the Pre-filing Process, Atlantic and DETI contacted federal, state, and local
agencies to inform them about their respective projects and discuss project-specific issues and concerns.
Atlantic and DETI also developed a Public and Agency Participation Plan to facilitate stakeholder
communications and make information available to the public and regulatory agencies. The Public and
Agency Participation Plan established a single point of contact within Atlantic’s and DETI’s
organizations for the public or agencies to call or e-mail with questions or concerns; a publicly accessible
website with information about their projects (including maps) and project status; regular newsletter
mailings for affected landowners and other interested parties; and a schedule for public open house
meetings near ACP and SHP.

Atlantic and DETI initiated contact with potentially affected landowners prior to entering the
FERC Pre-filing Process. These initial contacts were in the form of a letter describing Atlantic’s and
DETI’s projects and seeking permission to conduct environmental and cultural resource surveys on
landowner property.

As part of the Pre-filing Process, Atlantic and DETI hosted 13 public open house meetings in the
project area in January 2015 (3 in North Carolina, 6 in Virginia, 3 in West Virginia, and 1 in
Pennsylvania); 3 open houses in March 2015 (2 in Virginia and 1 in West Virginia); and 1 open house in
July 2015 (in Virginia). The purpose of the public open house meetings was to inform landowners,
government officials, and the public about ACP and SHP components and invite them to ask questions
and express their concerns. FERC staff participated in the meetings and provided information regarding
NEPA and the FERC’s environmental review process.

On February 27, 2015, the FERC issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Planned Supply Header Project and Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project, Request for
Comments on Environmental Issues, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings (NOI) that explained the Pre-
filing Process; generally described the planned ACP and SHP; provided a preliminary list of issues
identified by the FERC staff; requested written comments from the public; announced the time and
location of 10 public scoping meetings; and asked other federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction
and/or special expertise to cooperate with the FERC in the preparation of the EIS. The NOI was sent to
6,613 parties, including federal, state, and local agencies; elected officials; environmental and public
interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially affected landowners; local libraries and newspapers;
and other stakeholders who had indicated an interest in ACP and SHP. The NOI was also published in
the Federal Register on March 6, 2015.1° Issuance of the NOI opened a 60-day formal scoping period for
filing written comments on ACP and SHP; however, all relevant comments we received prior to issuance
of the EIS have been considered.

® Third-party contractors are selected by Commission staff and funded by project applicants. Third-party
contractors work solely under the direction of FERC staff, who directs the scope, content, quality, and schedule
of the contractor’s work. FERC staff independently evaluates the results of the third-party contractor’s work,
and the Commission, through its staff, bears ultimate responsibility for full compliance with the requirements of
NEPA.

10 80 Fed. Reg. 12,163 (2015).
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In March 2015, the FERC held 10 public scoping meetings during the formal scoping period to
provide the public with the opportunity to learn more about ACP and SHP and present oral comments on
environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIS. The scoping meetings were held in Fayetteville,
Wilson, and Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina; Chesapeake, Dinwiddie, Farmville, Lovingston, and
Stuarts Draft, Virginia; and Elkins and Bridgeport, West Virginia. Approximately 1,525 people attended
the public scoping meetings, including representatives from the FERC, cooperating agencies, and Atlantic
and DETI. A total of 330 attendees provided oral comments at the meetings. Transcripts of each meeting
and all written comments filed with the FERC are part of the public record for ACP and SHP and are
available for viewing on the FERC Internet website (www.ferc.gov).

On August 5, 2015, the FERC issued a Supplemental Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for the Planned Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project, and Request for
Comments on Environmental Issues Related to New Alternatives Under Consideration that described
three route alternatives for ACP in Virginia. The supplemental NOI was sent to 618 parties, including
federal, state, and local agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native
American tribes; potentially affected landowners; local libraries and newspapers; and other stakeholders
who had indicated an interest in the area of the potential alternatives. The supplemental NOI was
published in the Federal Register on August 11, 2015.1? Issuance of the supplemental NOI opened a 30-
day formal supplemental scoping period for filing written comments on the alternatives under
consideration.

In addition to our formal notices, on June 18, 2015 and August 8, 2016, we mailed project update
newsletters to provide stakeholders current information on FERC’s environmental review of the projects
and instructions on how comments could be filed with the Commission.

To assist in our review, we visited certain areas that could be affected by ACP and SHP and met
with various groups and landowners. We also inspected the remainder of ACP and SHP area via
automobile and helicopter in conjunction with open houses, public scoping meetings, and other meetings,
and held meetings with various resource, permitting, and land management agencies.

On October 2, 2015, the FERC issued a Notice of Application announcing that Atlantic and DETI
had filed applications with the FERC on September 18, 2015; this notice opened a defined period for
parties to file for intervenor status. The Notice of Application was also published in the Federal Register
on October 8, 2015.1

On November 13, 2015, the FERC mailed letters to potentially affected landowners along seven
new route modifications along the ACP route in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina. The letter
requested comments be filed by December 14, 2015.

On March 22, 2016, the FERC issued a Notice of Amendment to Application announcing that
Atlantic had filed an amendment to its application with the FERC on March 14, 2016; this notice opened

1 Public meeting transcripts and comment letters are available for viewing on the FERC Internet website
(http://www.ferc.gov). Using the “eLibrary” link, select “General Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter the
docket number excluding the last three digits in the “Docket No.” field (i.e., PF15-5 or CP15-555 for SHP; or
PF15-6 or CP15-554 for ACP). Select an appropriate date range.

1280 Fed. Reg. 48,093 (2015).

1380 Fed. Reg. 60,886 (2015).
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another period for intervention. The Notice of Amendment to Application was published in the Federal
Register on March 31, 2016.1

On May 3, 2016, the FERC issued a Supplemental Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement and Proposed Land and Resource Plan Amendment(s) for the Proposed Atlantic Coast
Pipeline, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues Related to New Route and Facility
Modifications, and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings that described the route modifications identified in
Atlantic’s amended application and announced the time and location of two additional public scoping
meetings. In addition, the second supplemental NOI requested comments related to proposed actions of
the FS, including potential LRMP amendments and for issuance of a right-of-way grant for the proposed
ACP. The second supplemental NOI was sent to 9,694 parties, including federal, state, and local
agencies; elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially
affected landowners; local libraries and newspapers; and other stakeholders who had indicated an interest
in the area of the potential alternatives. The second supplemental NOI was published in the Federal
Register on May 9, 2016.% Issuance of the second supplemental NOI also opened a 30-day formal
scoping and comment period for filing written comments on the alternatives under consideration and
proposed LRMP amendments.

On May 20 and 21, 2016, the FERC held two public scoping/comment meetings during the
formal supplemental scoping period to provide the public with the opportunity to learn more about the
amended ACP application and present oral comments on environmental issues that should be addressed in
the EIS and proposed LRMP amendments. The meetings were held in Marlinton, West Virginia and Hot
Springs, Virginia. Approximately 250 people attended the public meetings, including representatives
from the FERC, cooperating agencies, and Atlantic and DETI. A total of 147 attendees provided oral
comments at the meetings. Transcripts of each meeting and all written comments filed with the FERC are
part of the public record for ACP and SHP and are available for viewing on the FERC Internet website

(www.ferc.gov).®

On May 11, 2016, the FERC mailed letters to potentially affected landowners along five new
route modifications and six minor route adjustments along the ACP route in West Virginia and Virginia.
The letter requested comments be filed by June 10, 2016.

On July 6, 2016, the FERC mailed letters to potentially affected landowners along 3 new route
variations, 44 minor route adjustments, and several other minor route modifications along the ACP route
in West Virginia and Virginia. The letter requested comments be filed by August 5, 2016.

On August 29, 2016, the FERC mailed letters to potentially affected landowners along a route
variation under evaluation along ACP in Virginia that was developed by Atlantic in response to our
request to have Atlantic identify an alternative route through the Rockfish Valley. The letter requested
comments be filed by September 28, 2016.

In total, we received approximately 5,600 written comment letters during the Pre-filing Process,
formal scoping and supplemental scoping periods, and throughout preparation of the EIS, including

14 81 Fed. Reg. 18,623 (2016).
15 81 Fed. Reg. 28,060 (2016).

16 Public meeting transcripts and comment letters are available for viewing on the FERC Internet website
(http://www.ferc.gov). Using the “eLibrary” link, select “General Search” from the eLibrary menu and enter the
docket number excluding the last three digits in the “Docket No.” field (i.e., CP15-554 for ACP or CP15-555 for
SHP). Select an appropriate date range.
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approximately 3,200 form letters expressing opposition or support for the projects. Table 1.3-1
summarizes the environmental issues and concerns identified by the commentors during the scoping
process and identifies the EIS section where each issue is addressed.

TABLE 1.3-1

Environmental Issues and Concerns Raised During Public Scoping for the
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

EIS Section
Issue/Concern Addressing Issue
GENERAL
Purpose and need for ACP and SHP 1.2
Need for a regional programmatic EIS 1.3
Adequacy of public outreach and number/length of scoping periods and comment meetings 1.3
Design and location of the pipeline, project schedule, land requirements, construction process and 2.0
techniques
Construction monitoring and landowner notification and dispute resolution process 25,48
Post-construction monitoring 2.5.6
Potential future expansion or abandonment of the pipeline 2.7
GEOLOGY
Impacts on geological and fossil resources during construction, including impacts from blasting 4.1
Potential geologic hazards and mitigation 41.4
Importance and environmental sensitivity of karst terrain crossed by the project 41.2.3
Feasibility of construction in karst terrain 41.2.3
Potential for overland trench construction to initiate sinkhole development 4123
Potential impact on cave systems from construction and operation 4123
Potential impacts on karst terrain during construction, including from blasting 41.2.3
Karst mitigation measures 41.2.3
Potential for methane to disperse underground in karst regions 41.2.3
Impacts on mineral resources and mines 4.1.3
Feasibility of construction in steep terrain, including risk of landslides and erosion 4.1.4.2
Impacts from earthquakes, including construction across fault lines 4141
Impacts associated with acid producing rock 4144
SOILS
Erosion impacts on soils; impacts of tree removal 4.2
Potential for increased erosion or landslides in steep slope areas 4.22.1,42.28,423
Impacts from soil compaction 4223,423
Impacts on agricultural activities and prime farmland 42.26,423
Impacts on topsoil and methods to prevent topsoil/subsoil mixing 4.2.2.7,4.2.3
Potential increase in flooding events from alteration of landscapes; impacts in floodplains 4.2.2,4.3.2.3
Revegetation potential, including in steep slope areas and areas with erodible soils 4225,423,44.3
Evaluation of hazardous waste sites and/or potential contamination encountered during construction 4.2.2.3,4.8.7
Potential for soil contamination to occur during construction 4.2.3
WATER RESOURCES AND WETLANDS
Impacts on groundwater, springs, wells, and drinking water supplies 43.1
Sedimentation impacts on groundwater and aquifers 4.3.1.7
Potential changes in groundwater flow from alterations to natural ground contours 4.3.1.7
Impacts from blasting on groundwater, including drinking water wells and springs 4.3.1.7
Impacts of construction on groundwater flow in karst terrain 43.1.7
Potential groundwater contamination from a pipeline leak during operation 4.3.1.7
Potential sediment impacts on karst terrain 4.3.1.7
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TABLE 1.3-1 (cont'd)

Environmental Issues and Concerns Raised During Public Scoping for the
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

EIS Section
Issue/Concern Addressing Issue
Impacts on waterbodies during construction, including from horizontal directional drill (HDD) activities 4.3.2.6
and potential drilling mud releases
Potential waterbody contamination during construction 4.3.2.6
Potential waterbody contamination from a pipeline leak during operation 4.3.2.6
Sedimentation and erosion impacts on waterbodies during construction, including blasting 4.3.2.6
Impacts on livestock water supplies 4.3.24
Impacts from acidic waterbodies and iron-containing seeps 41.4.4,43.2.6
Potential increase in flooding from changes in surface waters; impacts on pipeline from flooding events 4.3.2.3,4.3.2.6
Impacts of tree removal on adjacent waterbodies 43.2.6
Water use impacts during construction, include hydrostatic testing 4.3.2.7
Potential for the pipeline trench to channel water/alter water flow following construction 2.3.2.6,4.2.3,43.1.7
Impacts on riparian habitat, including riparian buffers along waterbodies 4.3.2.6,4.3.3.3,
4.3.35,45,4.6
Avoid/reduce impacts on wetlands, including restoration of surface flow patterns and flood buffers 4.3.3
Potential for invasion or spread of undesirable vegetation and noxious weeds during and after 4.3.35,4.49
construction
Need for compensatory wetland mitigation 4.3.3.8

VEGETATION, WILDLIFE, AND FISHERIES
Impacts on local conservation and restoration activities and sites
Impacts on vegetation during operational maintenance, including use of herbicides and pesticides
Impacts on forested land, including trees adjacent to the construction right-of-way
Impacts on old growth forest
Need for forest loss mitigation/replacement
Impacts on shale barrens on NFS land
Impacts on wildlife and their habitat, including forest habitat and shale barrens
Potential for wildlife to be displaced during construction
Impacts on pollinators and pollinator habitat
Impacts on migratory bird species
Impacts on deer
Potential for habitat fragmentation, including through forested areas
Air quality and noise impacts on wildlife
Impacts on aquatic and fish species during construction and operation
Impacts of HDD operations on aquatic species and habitat
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Potential impacts on federally listed or sensitive species or their habitat, including (but not limited to):
Indiana bat, northern-long eared bat, Madison Cave isopod, and James spinymussel

Impacts on FS-Managed Species: Regional Forester Sensitive Species, Management Indicator Species,
and Locally Rare Species, including (but not limited to): roughhead shiner, brook trout, rock vole,
and West Virginia flying squirrel, and various bat and plant species

Impacts on state-listed or species of concern, including (but not limited to): golden-winged warbler,
loggerhead shrike, northern water shrew, Barbara's buttons, and various salamander, bat, and
plant species

LAND USE, RECREATION, AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Impacts on timber activities
Impacts on agricultural land and activities, including livestock

Impacts on residences and private property rights during construction and operation, including
landowner access during construction

Legality of eminent domain and adequacy of easement payments
Compensation to landowners; easement and compensation process
Infringement on private property rights

4.3.3.3,4.4.2,485
4.4.4,45.7
4.4.3,4.5.6
4.4.2,4.4.8
4.4.3,4.5.7
4.4.6,4.4.7
4.5
4.5
45.1.5
453
4.5
45.7
4.5.8
4.6
4.6.4

4.7.1

4.7.3

4.7.4

48.1.1
48.1.1
48.2,4.8.3

4.8.2
4.8.2
4.8.2
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TABLE 1.3-1 (cont'd)

Environmental Issues and Concerns Raised During Public Scoping for the
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

EIS Section
Issue/Concern Addressing Issue
Impacts on residential features, including septic systems, wells, fences, trees, etc. 4.8.3
Impacts on local utilities 4.8.3
Conformity/consistency with local development plans 4.8.4
Limitation of right-of-way on land use 4.8.4
Impacts on potential future developments 484
Proximity to military facilities 4.8.5
Potential increase in off-highway vehicle use along the new right-of-way; unauthorized right-of-way 4.8.5
access
Impacts on recreation, hunting, and tourism, including parklands and NFS lands 4.85,4.8.9
Impacts on/consistency with existing conservation easements 4.8.5
Impacts on the special use areas and trails, including the Blue Ridge Parkway and ANST 4.8.5,4.8.9
Impacts of construction near hazardous waste sites 4.8.7
Visual impacts of the pipeline right-of-way and aboveground facilities, including on NFS lands 4.8.8,4.8.9
Consistency with the National Forest LRMPs 4.8.9
Impacts on federal lands, including national forests, national park lands, national landmarks 4.8.9
SOCIOECONOMICS
Impacts on schools in the project area 49.4
Ability of local law enforcement and emergency response services during construction and operation, 49.4,4.12.1
including the limited number and remote locations of emergency response services
Potential economic impacts on local agricultural and tourism activities, including Yogaville 495
Impacts from construction-related traffic, including narrow existing roads 49.6
Impacts on existing roads and infrastructure from construction traffic 4.9.6
Impacts on property values/resale ability and property insurance coverage/rates 497
Economic benefits will be short term 4.9.8
Potential economic benefits to local communities 4.9.8
Potential impacts on future economic development 49.8
Potential lost business income during construction 49.8
Adequacy of economic impact studies 49.8
Impacts on environmental justice communities 499
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Effects to known and undiscovered cultural resources and historic landscapes 4.10.1, 4.10.5
Impacts on historic cemeteries, including unmarked graves, family burials, and slave cemeteries 4.10.1
Impacts on historic features, including rock fences, roads/bridges, mines, paths/trails, etc. 4.10.1
Impacts on cultural resources associated with the Civil War 4.10.1
Impacts on historic structures and farms 4.10.1
Impacts on historic African-American sites 4.10.1
Impacts on historic districts 4.10.1
Impacts on Native American traditional lands in the project area 4.10.1, 4.10.4
Need for a cultural attachment assessment 4.10.1.1
Impacts on Yogaville 4.10.1.1
AIR QUALITY AND NOISE
Effects of the project on air quality during construction and operation 4.11.1.3
Potential for nuisance fugitive dust generated during construction and operation 4.11.1.3
Potential air impacts from pipeline and compressor station leaks 4.11.1.3
Air quality impacts during blowdown events at compressor stations 4.11.1.3
Noise impacts during construction, including HDDs and blasting 4.11.2.2
Amplified construction noise due to mountains and valleys 4.11.2.2
Noise impacts from compressor station operation 4.11.2.2
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TABLE 1.3-1 (cont'd)

Environmental Issues and Concerns Raised During Public Scoping for the
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

EIS Section
Issue/Concern Addressing Issue
Vibration impacts from compressor station operation 4.11.2.2
Health impacts associated with audible and low-frequency noise during operation 4.11.2.2
Mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate noise from compressor station operation 4.11.2.2
RELIABILITY AND SAFETY
Safety impacts in populated areas and near residences 412.1
Pipe materials specification 412.1
Pipeline monitoring during operation; safety oversight 4121
Monitoring procedures in the event of a leak 4121
Potential impacts from lightning strikes 4.12.2
Potential impacts from forest fires 412.1
Pipeline safety at road crossings 4.12.2
Potential for a leak or incident along the Blue Ridge Parkway/ANST HDD crossing; emergency 4121
response procedures
Emergency response procedures and the capabilities of local emergency service providers 412.1
Notification in the event of a pipeline incident 412.1
Limited evacuation routes along the right-of-way in the event of a pipeline incident 4121
Impacts from pipe corrosion 4121
Safety impacts from crossing karst terrain 41.2.3,4.12.1
Previous safety record of the applicants 4.12.2
Potential impacts from terrorism 4.12.4
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Potential impacts from nearby projects, including road projects, FERC-regulated pipeline projects, 4.13.1
connected natural gas pipeline systems
Potential cumulative impacts from hydrostatic test water withdrawal 4.13.3.3
Downstream impacts on waterbodies originating in the project area 4.13.3.3
Potential cumulative impacts from forest/tree removal 4.13.3.4,4.13.3.5
Potential cumulative impacts on trout and trout stream habitat 4.13.3.6
Indirect/off-right-of-way impacts on residences 4.13.3.8
Potential for increased greenhouse gas emissions to contribute to global warming 4.13.3.12
ALTERNATIVES
Consider renewable energy and energy conservation alternatives 3.0
Route the proposed pipeline along existing energy, utility, railroad, or road corridors, including through 3.3,34
the MNF and GWNF
Route alternatives to avoid sensitive features 3.0
No-action alternative 3.1
Consider alternatives using existing or proposed natural gas transmission pipelines 3.2
Feasibility of HDD installation 3.3.4.3
Compressor station alternatives to avoid community and special interest area impacts 3.6.1

During scoping, we received comments that raised issues that are outside the scope of this EIS.
For example, we received comments requesting that a programmatic EIS be prepared to address the
potential combined impacts of ACP, MVP Project, and WB Express Project. Because the Commission
does not have a program for or direct the development of the natural gas industry’s infrastructure, either
on a broad regional basis or in the design of specific projects, and does not engage in regional planning
exercises that would result in the selection of one project over another, we have determined that it would
not be appropriate to prepare a programmatic EIS. This EIS analyzes the project-specific impacts of ACP
and SHP, and includes a discussion of cumulative impacts associated with other nearby actions affecting
the environment in the same geographic scope (see section 4.13).
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We received comments suggesting that ACP and SHP would lead to additional exploration and
production of natural gas in the Marcellus shale region. According to some, this increased or “induced”
production would correspondently result in more hydraulic drilling or “fracking.” The FERC does not
regulate activities associated with the exploration and production of natural gas, including fracking.
Those activities are regulated by individual states. While we know generally that natural gas is produced
in the Appalachian Basin, there is no reasonable way to determine the exact wells providing gas
transported in ACP and SHP pipelines, nor is there a reasonable way to identify the well-specific
exploration and production methods used to obtain those gas supplies.

Because a natural gas transportation project is proposed before the FERC, it is not likely that it
would lead to additional drilling and production. In fact, the opposite causal relationship is more likely;
i.e., once production begins in an area, shippers or end users will support the development of a pipeline to
move the natural gas to markets. In past proceedings, the Commission concluded that the environmental
effects resulting from natural gas production are not linked to or caused by a proposed pipeline project.t’
Similarly here, we conclude that the environmental effects resulting from natural gas production are not
caused by ACP and SHP, nor are they reasonably foreseeable consequences of ACP and SHP, as
contemplated by CEQ. Therefore, natural gas production is not considered part of the proposed action in
this EIS. However, natural gas production is considered in the context of potential cumulative impacts,
within a defined geographic scope (see section 4.13).

Some comments were of an administrative nature. There were requests to hold more public
scoping meetings and requests to extend the scoping period. As discussed above, our NOI and second
supplemental NOI announced public scoping meetings that were held near the proposed ACP and SHP
pipeline routes. The meeting locations were evenly spaced apart and selected within reasonable driving
distance for most citizens in the project area, given facility and staff constraints, and areas of likely public
interest. While scoping meetings are a valuable tool for us to receive verbal comments from the public,
they are only one of several ways for interested persons to bring their concerns to the attention of the
Commission. We equally consider written comments that are submitted electronically or through the mail.

As also discussed above, our NOI and supplemental NOIs established defined scoping periods
with concluding dates; combined, our review of the projects has included 120 days of defined scoping
periods. However, we continued to consider comments received after the close of the scoping periods, up
until the time we completed our reviews of the applications, and drafted this EIS.

Many commentors object to the applicants’ future use of eminent domain (if certificated by the
Commission). The Commission urges applicants to reach mutual agreements with landowners, and
eminent domain should only be used as a last resort. The U.S. Congress conveyed the power of eminent
domain to private companies that obtain a Certificate from the FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the
NGA in 1947. In cases where agreements between a company and a landowner cannot be reached,
compensation for an easement would be determined by local courts, not by the FERC or the applicants.
The topic of property rights is briefly discussed in section 4.8.

We issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed
Atlantic Coast Pipeline, Supply Header Project, and Capacity Lease Proposal on December 30, 2016.
The draft EIS was filed with the EPA, and a formal notice of availability was issued in the Federal

17 Central New York Qil and Gas Co., LLC, 137 FERC { 61,121, at PP 81-101 (2011), Order on Rehearing 138
FERC 1 61,104, at PP 33-49 (2012), Petition for Review Dismissed sub nom. Coalition for Responsible Growth
v. FERC, 485 Fed. Appx. 472, 474-75 (2012) (unpublished opinion).
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Register on January 9, 2017, indicating that the draft EIS was available.’® The draft EIS was mailed to
9,805 parties, including federal, state, and local government agencies; elected officials; Native American
tribes; affected landowners; local libraries and newspapers; intervenors in the FERC’s proceeding; and
other interested parties (i.e., miscellaneous individuals who provided scoping comments or asked to be on
the mailing list). The distribution list was included as appendix A of the draft EIS. The notice of
availability established a comment period on the draft EIS that ended on April 6, 2017. The notice
described procedures for filing comments on the draft EIS and how information about ACP and SHP
could be found on the FERC’s website.

The FS issued a Notice of Availability of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline Project and Supply Header
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the Forest Service Draft of Associated Land and
Resource Management Plan Amendments in the Federal Register on January 6, 2017.1° Because the FS
will use the EIS to review the project, in accordance with 36 CFR 219.16 (a)(2) the public had 90 days
after the date of publication of the EPA’s formal notice to submit comments on the draft EIS related to the
FS. The FS’ 90-day comment period ended on April 10, 2017.

We held 10 public comment sessions during the draft EIS comment period. The comment
sessions were held in February and March 2017 in Fayetteville, Wilson, and Roanoke Rapids, North
Carolina; Suffolk, Farmville, Lovingston, Staunton, and Monterey, Virginia; and Elkins and Marlinton,
West Virginia. The comment sessions provided interested parties with an opportunity to present verbal
comments on our analysis of the environmental impacts of the projects as described in the draft EIS. A
total of 620 people commented at the sessions. In addition, 1,230 parties submitted a total of 1,675 timely
letters in response to the draft EIS. Multiple form letters and petitions were also submitted in response to
the draft EIS. The most commonly received comments on the draft EIS related to geologic hazards
(including karst impacts and landslide potential), alternatives, socioeconomics, environmental justice, and
air quality, as well as general comments regarding the FERC process and the purpose and need for the
projects. All timely environmental comments on the draft EIS have been addressed in this final EIS. A
transcript of each meeting and copies of each written comment are part of the public record for the
projects. Our responses to relevant comments are provided in appendix Z of this final EIS. A subject
index is provided in appendix AA. Substantive changes in the final EIS are indicated by vertical bars that
appear in the margins. The changes were made both in response to comments received on the draft EIS
and as a result of updated information that became available after the issuance of the draft EIS.

This final EIS is being mailed to the agencies, tribes, individuals, and organizations on the
distribution list provided in appendix A, and was filed with the EPA for issuance of a formal public notice
of availability in the Federal Register. In accordance with CEQ’s regulations implementing NEPA, no
agency decision on a proposed action may be made until 30 days after the EPA publishes a notice of
availability for this final EIS. However, the CEQ regulations provide an exception to this rule when an
agency decision is subject to a formal internal process that allows other agencies or the public to make
their views known. In such cases, the agency decision may be made at the same time the notice of this
final EIS is published, allowing both periods to run concurrently. Should the Commission issue
Certificates to the applicants for the proposed actions, they would be subject to a 30-day rehearing period.
Therefore, the Commission could issue its decision concurrently with issuance of the final EIS. Section
1.2.2.1 includes a discussion of the FS’ review process for the portion of ACP that crossed NFS lands.

18 82 Fed. Reg. 2,348 (2017).
19 82 Fed. Reg. 1,685 (2017).
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14 PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

The FERC and other federal agencies that must make a decision on ACP and SHP are required to
comply with federal statutes including the CWA, RHA, ESA, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act (MSA), Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), MBTA, BGEPA, National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the CAA, NFMA, and NTSA. Each of these statutes has been
considered in the preparation of this EIS.

The USACE has responsibility for determining compliance with the regulatory requirements of
section 404 of the CWA, which regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States, including wetlands. Atlantic and DETI submitted nationwide permit (NWP) or USACE
District specific general permit applications to the USACE in October 2015. An incomplete application
letter was provided to Atlantic on October 15, 2015, for reasons related to jurisdiction, impact summary,
impact justification, mitigation, historic properties, and endangered species. Presently the NWPs are
under re-authorization. The USACE has indicated the current NWPs will expire on March 18, 2017. The
USACE will fully evaluate which type of permit would be used when the new NWPs are issued and a
complete permit application is received from each applicant. As noted in section 1.2.2.2, the USACE also
has permitting responsibilities under section 10 of the RHA, which regulates navigable waters of the
United States. Atlantic and DETI have applied for permits under section 10 of the RHA.

The EPA also independently reviews section 404 CWA wetland applications and has veto power
for wetland permits issued by the USACE. The EPA has also delegated water quality certification under
section 401 CWA and NPDES permitting under section 402 CWA to agencies in states crossed by ACP
and SHP. Atlantic and DETI have indicated that they would obtain these permits from the appropriate
agency in each affected state.

Section 7 of the ESA states that any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal
agency (e.g., the FERC) should not “...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical....” The FERC, as the lead federal agency for review of ACP and SHP, is
required to consult with the FWS to determine whether any federally listed or proposed endangered or
threatened species or their designated critical habitats would be affected by ACP and SHP. Section 4.7.1
of this EIS contains our current analysis of ESA-listed and proposed endangered and threatened species
and their designated critical habitats.

The MBTA implements various treaties and conventions between the United States, Mexico,
Canada, Japan, and Russia for the protection of migratory birds. Birds protected under the MBTA
include all common songbirds, waterfowl, shorebirds, hawks, owls, eagles, ravens, crows, native doves
and pigeons, swifts, martins, swallows, and others, including their body parts (feathers, plumes, etc.),
nests, and eggs. The act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or Kill; attempt to take, capture,
or kill; possess, offer to or sell, barter, purchase, deliver, or cause to be shipped, exported, imported,
transported, carried, or received any migratory bird, part, nest, egg, or product, manufactured or not,
without a permit.

EO 13186 directs federal agencies to identify where unintentional take is likely to have a
measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations and to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on
migratory birds through enhanced collaboration with the FWS. The EO states that emphasis should be
placed on species of concern, priority habitats, and key risk factors and that focus should be given to
addressing population-level impacts. On March 30, 2011, the FERC and FWS entered into a MOU
regarding implementation of EO 13186. The memorandum focuses on avoiding or minimizing adverse
impacts on migratory birds and strengthening migratory bird conservation through enhanced collaboration
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between the two agencies. This voluntary MOU does not waive legal requirements under the MBTA or
any other statutes and does not authorize the take of migratory birds. This EIS discusses compliance with
the MBTA in section 4.5.3.

The BGEPA prohibits taking without a permit, or taking with wanton disregard for the
consequences of an activity, any bald or golden eagle or their body parts, nests, chicks, or eggs, which
includes collection, molestation, disturbance, or killing. The BGEPA protections include provisions not
included in the MBTA, such as the protection of unoccupied nests and a prohibition on disturbing eagles.
The BGEPA includes limited exceptions to its prohibitions through a permitting process, including
exceptions to take golden eagle nests that interfere with resource development or recovery operations.
This EIS discusses compliance with the BGEPA in section 4.5.3.

The MSA established a management system for marine fishery resources in the United States and
specifically directed the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) and other bodies to
identify essential fish habitat (EFH), which is defined as those waters and substrates necessary to fish for
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity. This EIS discusses compliance with the MSA in
section 4.6.3.

The CZMA is administered by NOAA and provides for the management of the nation’s coastal
resources. The CZMA requires that federal actions with reasonably foreseeable effects on coastal use and
resources be reviewed for consistency with coastal management programs developed by each state. The
entire SHP and the portions of ACP in West Virginia and North Carolina would not be in designated
coastal zones. Portions of ACP in Virginia are designated as coastal zone for the purposes of CZMA
consistency. This EIS discusses compliance with the CZMA in section 4.8.6.

Section 106 of the NHPA, as amended, requires FERC to take into account the effects of its
undertakings on properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), including prehistoric or historic sites, districts, buildings, structures, objects, or properties of
traditional religious or cultural importance. FERC must also afford the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment on the effects of its undertakings. In accordance with
the ACHP procedures, FERC, as the lead agency, is required to consult with cooperating agencies and the
appropriate State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) regarding the NRHP eligibility of cultural
resources and the potential effects of the proposed undertaking to those NRHP-listed or -eligible cultural
resources. FERC has requested that Atlantic and DET]I, as non-federal parties, assist in meeting FERC’s
obligations under section 106 by preparing the necessary information and analyses as required by the
ACHP regulations in 36 CFR 800. This EIS discusses the status of this review in section 4.10.2.

Ambient air quality is protected by federal regulations under the CAA. These regulations include
compliance under the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and requirements for the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD). EPA has delegated the federal permitting process for the CAA to each
state where ACP and SHP facilities are proposed. Although applications are reviewed by both the state
and EPA, the state would determine the need for an NSPS or a PSD permit. Air quality and applicable
regulations are discussed in section 4.11.

The NFMA of 1976 (Public Law 94-588) establishes the framework for development of the
LRMPs developed for each national forest and establishes the requirement that all projects occurring on
NFS lands must be consistent with the LRMP where the project occurs. The implementing regulations at
36 CFR 219 [2012] establish the process for revising and amending LRMPs.

1-23 Introduction



The Blue Ridge Parkway (BRP) was authorized by an act of Congress on June 30, 1936 (Public
Law 74-848 and Public Law 39 Statute 535). The parkway encompasses 82,000 acres of federal land,
stretching 469 miles and connecting the Shenandoah National Park with Great Smoky Mountains
National Park (NPS, 2013%). Recreational use and management of the BRP is discussed in section
4.8.9.2.

The ANST was designated as the first National Scenic Trail by an act of Congress on October 2,
1968 (NSTA, Public Law 90-543, as amended). The NPS was designated as the lead federal agency for
the administration of the entire ANST, and tasked with working cooperatively with the ATC, local ATC-
affiliated Trail Clubs, and more than 70 state and federal public-land managing agencies, including the
FS, in the cooperative management of the ANST. Recreational use and management of the ANST is
discussed in section 4.8.9.2.

A list of major environmental permits, approvals, and consultations for ACP and SHP is provided
in table 1.4-1. Atlantic and DETI would be responsible for obtaining all permits and approvals required
to construct and operate ACP and SHP, regardless of whether they appear in this table. FERC encourages
cooperation between applicants and state and local authorities; however, state and local agencies, through
the application of state and local laws, may not prohibit or unreasonably delay the construction or
operation of facilities approved by FERC. Any state or local permits issued with respect to jurisdictional
facilities must be consistent with the conditions of any authorization issued by FERC.?

20 Final Management Plan/EIS January 2013.

2L See 15 U.S.C. § 717r(d) (state or federal agency’s failure to act on a permit considered to be inconsistent with
Federal law); see also Schneidewind v. ANR Pipeline Co., 485 U.S. 293, 310 (1988) (state regulation that
interferes with FERC’s regulatory authority over the transportation of natural gas is preempted) and Dominion
Transmission, Inc. v. Summers, 723 F.3d 238, 245 (D.C. Cir. 2013) (noting that state and local regulation is
preempted by the NGA to the extent it conflicts with federal regulation, or would delay the construction and
operation of facilities approved by the Commission).
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TABLE 1.4-1

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Supply Header Project

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the

Agency Permit/Approval/Clearance (Anticipated) 2 applicant) (Anticipated) @ applicant)
FEDERAL
FERC Certificate under section September 2015 Pending September 2015 Pending
7(c) of the NGA and
Authorization under section
7(b) of the NGA
Federal Aviation Notice of Proposed November 2016 October 2017 NA NA
Administration Construction or
Authorization
Supplemental Notice November 2016 October 2017 NA NA
Federal Communications  Application for Wireless November 2016 October 2017 NA NA
Commission Telecommunications
Bureau Radio Service
Authority
NOAA — NMFS Consultation under section August 2014 September 2017 NA NA
7 of the ESA and section
305 of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act
Consultation under the August 2014 July 2016 NA NA
Marine Mammal Protection
Act
NPS - BRP Right-of-Way Grant and September 2015 September 2017 NA NA
Special Use Permit to cross
the BRP
NPS — ANST Office Consultations regarding the February 2015 NA NA NA
proposed ANST crossing
USACE Department of the Army
Permits under section 404
of the CWA and section 10
of the RHA
Huntington District September 2015 September 2017 September 2015 September 2017
Pittsburgh District September 2015 September 2017 September 2015 September 2017
Norfolk District September 2015 September 2017 NA NA
Wilmington District September 2015 September 2017 NA NA
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Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

TABLE 1.4-1 (cont'd)

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Supply Header Project

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date

(as anticipated by the

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date

(as anticipated by the

Agency Permit/Approval/Clearance (Anticipated) 2 applicant) (Anticipated) @ applicant)
FWS Consultation under section
7 of the ESA
West Virginia August 2014 September 2017 October 2014 September 2017
Ecological Field
Services Office
Virginia Ecological August 2014 September 2017 NA NA
Field Services Office
North Carolina August 2014 September 2017 NA NA
Ecological Field
Services Office
Pennsylvania NA NA October 2014 September 2017
Ecological Field
Services Office
FS — GWNF including a ROD to authorize the use November 2015 September 2017 NA NA
crossing of the ANST of NFS lands on the GWNF
ROD for GWNF LRMP
amendments
SUP for construction and
operation of ACP on NFS
lands in the GWNF
FS — MNF ROD to authorize the use November 2015 September 2017 NA NA
of NFS lands on the MNF
ROD for MNF LRMP
amendments if needed
SUP for construction and
operation of ACP on NFS
lands in the MNF
Advisory Council on Consultation under section See below
Historic Preservation 106 of the NRHP
STATE
West Virginia
WVDEP
Division of Air Quality Air Permit — New Source September 2015 May 2017 September 2015, Q4 2017

Review Permit (or other
applicable permit)

July 2017 (update)
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TABLE 1.4-1 (cont'd)

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Supply Header Project

Receipt Date Receipt Date
Initial Submittal Date (as anticipated by the Initial Submittal Date (as anticipated by the
Agency Permit/Approval/Clearance (Anticipated) 2 applicant) (Anticipated) @ applicant)
DWWM General Water Pollution March 2017 Q3 2017 March 2017 Q32017
Control Permit —
Stormwater Associated with
Construction Activities
DWWM Water Quality Certificate September 2015 Q3 2017 NA NA
under section 401 of the
CWA
DWWM NPDES- Water Pollution Q22018 Q32018 August 2017 Q32017
Control Permit for
Hydrostatic Test Water —
WV0113069
DWWM Large Quantity User Water July 2017 Q3 2017 August 2017 Q3 2017
Use Registration
West Virginia Division of Consultation under section June 2014 Q3 2017 October 2014 Q3 2017
Culture and History 106 of the NHPA
West Virginia Division of
Natural Resources
Natural Heritage Natural Heritage/Protected August 2014 Q3 2017 October 2014 Q32017
Program Species Consultation
Office of Land and Stream Activity Permit Q32017 Q3 2017 Q32017 Q32017
Streams (Joint Application with the
Public Lands Corporation)
West Virginia Public Stream Activity Permit June 2017 Q3 2017 Q3 2017 Q3 2017
Lands Corporation (Joint Application with the
Division of Natural
Resources)
County/City/Local Floodplain Permit Q32017 — Q4 2017 Q22017 - Q32017 Q32017 Q32017
(expected to be required in
all Counties/Cities along
the routes)
Virginia
Virginia Department of Protected Species April 2016 Q32017 NA NA
Agriculture and Consultation (plant species)
Consumer Services
Virginia Department of Virginia Scenic Rivers July 2015 Q3 2017 NA NA

Conservation and
Recreation

Clearance
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TABLE 1.4-1 (cont'd)

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Agency

Permit/Approval/Clearance

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Supply Header Project

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the
applicant)

Initial Submittal Date
(Anticipated) @

Initial Submittal Date
(Anticipated) 2

Receipt Date

(as anticipated by the

applicant)

Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality

Coastal Zone
Management Program

Air Division

Water Division

Water Division

Water Division

Water Division

Consistency Determination
under the Virginia Coastal
Zone Management
Program

Air Permit — New Source
Review Permit (or other
applicable permit)

Water Quality Certificate
under section 401 of the
CWA (Joint Permit
Application for the Water
Quality Certificate, Virginia
Water Protection Permit,
River and Stream Crossing
Permit, Department of the
Army Permit, and Tidal
Wetland Permit)

Virginia Water Protection
Permit (Joint Permit
Application for the Water
Quality Certificate, Virginia
Water Protection Permit,
River and Stream Crossing
Permit, Department of the
Army Permit, and Tidal
Wetland Permit)

General Permit for
Discharges from Petroleum
Contaminated Sites,
Groundwater Remediation,
and Hydrostatic Tests
(VAGS83)

Soil and Erosion Plan and
Variance for Open Trench
Length

September 2015, June 2017 NA

February 2017 (Update)

September 2015, Q4 2017 NA
May 2016 (Update),
July 2017 (Update)

September 2015 Q3 2017 NA

September 2015 Q3 2017 NA

Q2 2018 Q32018 NA

July 2017 Q4 2017 NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
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TABLE 1.4-1 (cont'd)

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Supply Header Project

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date

(as anticipated by the

Agency Permit/Approval/Clearance (Anticipated) 2 applicant) (Anticipated) @ applicant)
Office of Water Supply ~ Surface Water Withdrawal NA NA NA NA
(Virginia Water Protection
Permit)
Virginia Department of Natural Heritage/Protected August 2014 Q3 2017 NA NA
Game and Inland Species Consultation
Fisheries
Virginia Department of Consultation under section June 2014 Q32017 NA NA
Historical Resources 106 of the NHPA
Virginia Department of Land Use Permit Q3 2017 Q32017 - Q12018 NA NA
Transportation
Virginia Marine Submerged Lands Permit September 2015 Q32017 NA NA
Resources Commission
Local Wetland Boards Tidal Wetland Permit (Joint September 2015 Q32017 NA NA
Permit Application for the
Water Quality Certificate,
Virginia Water Protection
Permit, River and Stream
Crossing Permit,
Department of the Army
Permit, and Tidal Wetland
Permit)
County/City/Local Floodplain Permit Q32017 — Q4 2017 Q22017 - Q3 2017 NA NA
(expected to be required in
all Counties/Cities along
the routes)
County/City/Local Special or Conditional Use Q22017 - Q3 2017 Q32017 NA NA
Permit (expected to be
required in Nelson and
Buckingham Counties, and
the Cities of Suffolk and
Chesapeake)
North Carolina
North Carolina
Department of Natural
and Cultural Resources
Division of Air Quality Air Permit — Stationary September 2015, September 2017 NA NA

Source Construction and
Operation Permit

July 2017 (Update)
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TABLE 1.4-1 (cont'd)

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Supply Header Project

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date

(as anticipated by the

Agency Permit/Approval/Clearance (Anticipated) 2 applicant) (Anticipated) @ applicant)
Division of Energy, General Permit NCG December 2016 Q3 2017 NA NA
Mineral, and Land 010000 to Discharge
Resources (or Stormwater under the
approved local NPDES
government)

Division of Water Water Quality Certificate May 2017 Q3 2017 NA NA
Resources under section 401 of the
CWA (including permission
to use State-owned bottom
lands)
Division of Water Isolated and Other Non-404 September 2015 Q32017 NA NA
Resources Jurisdictional Wetlands and
Waters Permit (including
permission to use State-
owned bottom lands)
Division of Water Buffer Authorization (for September 2015 Q3 2017 NA NA
Resources riparian zone disturbance)
Natural Heritage Natural Heritage/Protected August 2014 Q32017 NA NA
Program Species Consultation
North Carolina SHPO Consultation under section June 2014 Q3 2017 NA NA
106 of the NHPA
North Carolina Wildlife Protected Species October 2014 Q32017 NA NA
Resources Commission Consultation
County/City/Local Floodplain Permit Q32017 — Q4 2017 Q2 2017 - Q3 2017 NA NA
(expected to be required in
all Counties/Cities along
the routes)
County/City/Local Special or Conditional Use Q22017 - Q32017 Q32017 NA NA

Permit (expected to be
required in Northampton
and Nash Counties)




Te-T

uondNPOIU|

TABLE 1.4-1 (cont'd)

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Supply Header Project

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the

Initial Submittal Date

Initial Submittal Date

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the

Agency Permit/Approval/Clearance (Anticipated) ® applicant) (Anticipated) * applicant)
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Department of
Environmental Protection
Bureau of Air Quality Air Quality Plan Approval NA NA September 2015, Q4 2017
September 2016 (Update),
July 2017 (Update)
Bureau of Waterways Water Quality Certificate NA NA March 2017 Q32017
Engineering and under section 401 of the
Wetlands CWA (issued jointly with
chapter 105 Permit)
Bureau of Waterways Chapter 105 Water NA NA September 2015, Q3 2017
Engineering and Obstruction and March 2017 (Update)
Wetlands Encroachment Permit
Bureau of Waterways Submerged Land License NA NA September 2015, Q32017
Engineering and Agreement (issued jointly March 2017 (Update)
Wetlands with chapter 105 Permit)
Bureau of Point and NPDES — Hydrostatic NA NA March 2017 Q3 2017
Non-Point Source Testing Water Discharge
Management General Permit — PAG-10
Bureau of Safe Chapter 110 Water NA NA July 2017 Q3 2017
Drinking Water Withdrawal and Use
Registration
Pennsylvania Natural Heritage/Protected NA NA October 2014 September 2016
Department of Species Consultation
Conservation and Natural
Resources
Pennsylvania Game
Commission
Pennsylvania Fish and
Boat Commission
Pennsylvania Historical Consultation under section NA NA October 2014 Q32017

and Museum
Commission, Bureau for
Historic Preservation

106 of the NHPA
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TABLE 1.4-1 (cont'd)

Major Environmental Permits, Licenses, Approvals, and Consultations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Atlantic Coast Pipeline Supply Header Project

Receipt Date

Receipt Date
(as anticipated by the

(as anticipated by the Initial Submittal Date

Initial Submittal Date

Agency Permit/Approval/Clearance (Anticipated) 2 applicant) (Anticipated) @ applicant)
Westmoreland Review of Erosion and NA NA March 2017 Q32017
Conservation District Sediment Control Plan

(required for chapter 105
Permit) and Issuance of
ESCGP-2)
Greene County Review of Erosion and NA NA March 2017 Q32017
Conservation District Sediment Control Plan and
Issuance of ESCGP-2
County/Local Floodplain Management NA NA Q32017 Q32017
Act
a Date of Atlantic’s and DETI’s initial application submittals.
b Note: Since 1995, the GWNF in central western Virginia and the Jefferson National Forest in southwestern Virginia have been administratively combined as the single:

George Washington and Jefferson National Forests, managed by a single Forest Supervisor.




2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

2.1 PROPOSED FACILITIES

ACP and SHP would involve construction and operation of underground natural gas transmission
pipeline and associated aboveground facilities in Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Virginia, and North
Carolina. ACP and SHP are shown on figures 2.1-1 and 2.1-2, respectively, and are depicted on U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) topographic base maps in appendix B. Atlantic and DET]I also provided aerial
photographic base maps, referred to as alignment sheets, depicting the proposed pipeline facilities and
associated construction and operation rights-of-way. The alignment sheets can be accessed on our website at
www.ferc.gov.? Additional maps and interactive internet webmaps are available on DETI’s website that show
the general location of the project route at www.dom.com/corporate/what-we-do/atlantic-coast-pipeline. The
exact location data of the project facilities as reviewed by staff is shown on the alignment sheets.

ACP would cross West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina and involve the construction and
operation of 2 mainline pipeline facilities, 3 pipeline laterals, 3 new compressor stations, 9 M&R stations,
41 valves, and 8 sets of pig launchers/receivers (see figure 2.1-1). ACP would deliver up to 1.5 Bcf/d to
various customers in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina as described in section 1.1.

SHP would cross Pennsylvania and West Virginia and involve the construction and operation of
two pipeline loops and modifications to four existing compressor stations that are located along DETI’s
existing natural gas transmission system (see figure 2.1-2). SHP would deliver up to 1.5 Bcf/d to various
customers, including Atlantic. DETI also proposes to abandon in place two existing gathering
compressor units (Hasting Compressor Units 1 and 2; see section 2.8) at its existing Hastings Compressor
Station in Wetzel County, West Virginia and replace the units with two new compressor units at the
existing Mockingbird Hill Compressor Station.

2.1.1 Pipeline Facilities
2.1.1.1 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Atlantic would construct and operate 604.5 miles of natural gas transmission pipeline consisting
of two mainline pipeline facilities and three pipeline laterals (see table 2.1.1-1). Portions of the AP-1
mainline would cross the MNF (5.2 miles in Pocahontas County, West Virginia) and the GWNF (16.0
miles in Highland, Bath, and Augusta Counties, Virginia). In addition, the AP-1 mainline would cross
approximately 0.1 mile of the BRP and ANST using the horizontal directional drill (HDD) method in
Augusta and Nelson Counties, Virginia. Each pipeline facility is discussed in further detail below. The
land requirements for ACP pipeline facilities are summarized in section 2.2. Section 4.8.9 includes a
description of federal lands affected by ACP.

1 Atlantic’s and DETI’s alignment sheets can be found under FERC Accession No. 20160729-5108.
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Pipeline Facilities for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline

TABLE 2.1.1-1

Pipeline Facility

County/City, State/Commonwealth

Pipe Diameter (inches)

Milepost Range

Length (miles) 2 °

AP-1 Mainline Harrison County, WV 42 0.0-1.1 1.1
Lewis County, WV 42 1.1-21.4 19.9
Upshur County, WV 42 21.4-43.9 22.2
Randolph County, WV 42 43.9-66.6 30.3
Pocahontas County, WV ¢ 42 66.6-83.9 25.3
Highland County, VA ¢ 42 83.9-91.6 11.0
Bath County, VA ¢ 42 91.6-106.8 22.6
Augusta County, VA ¢ 42 106.8-158.2 56.1
Nelson County, VA ¢ 42 158.2-184.7 27.6
Buckingham County, VA 42 184.7-211.8 27.8
Cumberland County, VA 42 211.8-220.8 9.1
Prince Edward County, VA 42 220.8-225.9 5.2
Nottoway County, VA 42 225.9-249.0 235
Dinwiddie County, VA 42 249.0-260.7 11.8
Brunswick County, VA 42 260.7-283.0 22.6
Greensville County, VA 42 283.0-300.1 175
Northampton County, NC 42 300.1-300.2 <0.1
Subtotal 3334
AP-2 Mainline Northampton County, NC 36 0.0-9.9 10.0
Halifax County, NC 36 9.9-33.9 24.34
Nash County, NC 36 33.9-65.8 32.0
Wilson County, NC 36 65.8-77.7 12.0
Johnston County, NC 36 77.7-114.9 38.1
Sampson County, NC 36 114.9-122.7 7.8
Cumberland County, NC 36 122.7-160.5 39.7
Robeson County, NC 36 160.5-182.9 22.4
Subtotal 186.3
AP-3 Lateral Northampton County, NC 20 0.0-12.2 12.3
Greensville County, VA 20 12.2-12.4 0.2
Southampton, County VA 20 12.4-38.6 26.3
City of Suffolk, VA 20 38.6-71.4 33.3
City of Chesapeake, VA 20 71.4-82.7 11.3
Subtotal 83.4
AP-4 Lateral Brunswick County, VA 16 0.0-0.4 0.4
Subtotal 0.4
AP-5 Lateral Greensville County, VA 16 0.0-1.0 1.0
Subtotal 1.0
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Total 604.5
a The numbers in this table have been rounded for presentation purposes. As a result, the totals may not reflect the sum

of the addends.

The straight-line distance between consecutive mileposts may be greater than or less than 5,280 feet due to the

adoption of route alternatives and variations. The mileposts should be considered as reference points only.

¢ Includes NFS lands. See section 4.8.9 for a detailed description of federal lands crossed by ACP.
d Includes the HDD crossing of the BRP and ANST. See section 4.8.9 for a detailed description of federal lands crossed
by ACP.
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AP-1 Mainline

The AP-1 mainline would originate at the terminus of the TL-635 loopline in Harrison County,
West Virginia and extend to the southeast through Virginia to its terminus near the border of Virginia and
North Carolina in Northampton County, North Carolina and the proposed location of Compressor
Station 3. The AP-1 mainline would transport up to 1.5 Bcf/d of natural gas to multiple delivery points
along its route. The proposed maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP)? of the AP-1 mainline is
1,440 pounds per square inch gauge (psig).

AP-2 Mainline

The AP-2 mainline would originate at Compressor Station 3 in Northampton County, North
Carolina and extend to the southwest to an interconnect point with an existing Piedmont pipeline system
in Robeson County, North Carolina. The AP-2 mainline would transport natural gas to the Piedmont
pipeline system at three delivery points along its route. The proposed MAOP of the AP-2 mainline is
1,440 psig.

AP-3 Lateral

The AP-3 lateral would originate at Compressor Station 3 in Northampton County, North
Carolina and extend to the east to an interconnect point with an existing Virginia Natural Gas pipeline
system in the City of Chesapeake, Virginia. The AP-3 lateral would transport natural gas to the Virginia
Natural Gas pipeline system. The proposed MAOP of the AP-3 lateral is 1,440 psig.

AP-4 Lateral

The AP-4 lateral would originate at an interconnect point with the AP-1 mainline in near
Lawrenceville in Brunswick County, Virginia and extend west to Dominion Virginia Power’s 1,358-
megawatt (MW) Brunswick Power Station that is currently under construction (see sections 2.8 and 4.13
for additional information on this nonjurisdictional facility). The AP-4 lateral would transport natural gas
to the electric generating facility. The proposed MAOP of the AP-4 lateral is 1,440 psig.

AP-5 Lateral

The AP-5 lateral would originate at an interconnect point with the AP-1 mainline in Greensville
County, Virginia and extend south/southwest to a proposed 1,600-MW Greensville Power Station that
began construction in June 2016 (see sections 2.8 and 4.13 for additional information on this
nonjurisdictional facility). The AP-5 lateral would transport natural gas to the electric generating facility.
The proposed MAOP of the AP-5 lateral is 1,440 psig.

2.1.1.2 Supply Header Project

DET]I proposes to construct and operate two separate natural gas pipeline loops along its existing
natural gas transmission pipeline system (see table 2.1.1-2). The TL-636 loopline would originate at the
existing JB Tonkin Compressor Station and extend to the southeast to an interconnect point with DETI’s
existing TL-591 pipeline system. The TL-635 loopline would originate at the existing Mockingbird Hill

2 The MAOP is the highest pressure at which a pipeline may be operated under DOT regulations (49 CFR 192).
The MAORP is based on a pipeline’s strength and design characteristics and is lower than the maximum pressure
for which the pipeline is engineered.
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Compressor Station and extend to the south/southeast to an interconnect point with the proposed ACP.
Each pipeline loop would have a MAOP of 1,440 psig. The land requirements for SHP pipeline facilities
are summarized in section 2.2.

TABLE 2.1.1-2

Pipeline Facilities for the Supply Header Project

Pipeline Loop County, State/Commonwealth Pipe Diameter (inches) Milepost Range Length (miles)
TL-636 Loopline Westmoreland, PA 30 0-3.9 3.9
Subtotal 3.9
TL-635 Loopline Harrison County, WV 30 0-0.6 0.6
Doddridge County, WV 30 0.6-22.8 22.2
Tyler County, WV 30 22.8-23.6 0.8
Wetzel County, WV 30 23.6-33.6 10.0
Subtotal 33.6
Supply Header Project Total 375

2.1.2 Aboveground Facilities

Aboveground facilities associated with ACP and SHP are described in the sections below. All the
aboveground facilities would be within or generally adjacent to ACP and SHP rights-of-way. Other
minor appurtenant facilities may be installed but are not included in following discussions and tables.

2.1.21 Compressor Stations

Table 2.1.2-1 lists the new and modified compressor stations associated with ACP and SHP. No
compressor station facilities would be located on NFS lands. Compressor stations utilize engines to
maintain pressure within the pipeline to deliver the contracted volumes of natural gas to specific points at
specific pressures. Compressors are housed in buildings that are designed to attenuate noise and allow for
operation and maintenance activities. Compressor stations also typically include administrative,
maintenance, storage, and communications buildings, and can include M&R stations and pig launcher/
receiver facilities, as discussed below. Most stations consist of a developed, fenced area within a larger
parcel of land that remains undeveloped. The location of the compressor station and amount of
compression needed are determined primarily by hydraulic modeling. The general construction and
operation procedures for the compressor stations are discussed in sections 2.3.4 and 2.6.2, respectively.
Regulatory requirements and impacts on air quality and noise associated with the compressor stations are
discussed in section 4.11.

In addition, DETI is proposing to abandon in place existing gathering compressor units 1 and 2 at
the Hastings Compressor Station and replace the units with two new compressor units at the existing
Mockingbird Hill Compressor Station. In 2006, the Commission approved a request from DETI to
re-functionalize the units from transmission to gathering, but denied a request to abandon the units for
transmission.® In the 2006 Order, the Commission concluded that because DETI would continue to use
the compressor units, its request for abandonment was premature and unnecessary. The 2006 Order said
that DETI would need to seek abandonment authority from the Commission under section 7(b) of the
NGA in a future proceeding if and when use of the existing units is discontinued. DETI is now seeking
authorization under section 7(b) of the NGA to abandon the gathering compressor units at the Hastings
Compressor Station (see section 2.8).

3 DTI, 114 FERC 1 61,266 (2006)
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TABLE 2.1.2-1

Compressor Station Facilities for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

County, State/

Pipeline Segment/Facility Commonwealth Milepost

Description

Atlantic Coast Pipeline — New Compressor Stations
AP-1 Mainline

Compressor Station 1 Lewis County, WV 7.5

Compressor Station 2 Buckingham 1915
County, VA

Compressor Station 3 Northampton 300.2
County, NC

Supply Header Project — Compressor Station Modifications

JB Tonkin Compressor Westmoreland 3.9
Station County, PA

Crayne Compressor Greene County, NA
Station PA

Burch Ridge Compressor Marshall County, NA
Station WV

Mockingbird Hill Wetzel County, 33.6
Compressor Station wv

Hastings Compressor Wetzel County, NA
Station WV

Construct new 55,015 horsepower (hp) station that would take
natural gas from the proposed Kincheloe M&R Station and
discharge into the AP-1 mainline. Install four gas-driven
compressor units, filter/separators, gas coolers, inlet air filters,
exhaust silencers, tanks, blowdown silencers, heaters, and
auxiliary generators. Construct new compressor, office
auxiliary, utility gas, drum storage, and storage buildings.

Construct new 53,518 hp station that would move gas through
the proposed AP-1 mainline and allow bidirectional flow with the
existing Transco pipeline system. Install four gas-driven
compressor units, filter/separators, gas coolers, inlet air filters,
exhaust silencers, tanks, blowdown silencers, heaters, and
auxiliary generators. Construct new compressor, office
auxiliary, utility gas, drum storage, and storage buildings.

Construct new 21,815 hp station that would take gas from the
AP-1 mainline and discharge into both the AP-2 mainline and
the AP-3 lateral. Install three gas-driven compressor units,
filter/separators, gas coolers, inlet air filters, exhaust silencers,
tanks, blowdown silencers, heaters, and auxiliary generators.
Construct two new compressor buildings and office auxiliary,
utility gas, drum storage, and storage buildings.

Install one new gas-driven compressor unit; install gas filter/
separator, gas cooler, inlet air filter, exhaust silencer, tanks,
blowdown silencers, heaters, and auxiliary generator; construct
one new compressor building, one new ancillary building, one
new utility gas building, and one new motor control center/
controls building. A total of 20,500 hp would be added to this
station.

Install one new gas-driven compressor unit; install gas
filter/separators, gas coolers, inlet air filters, exhaust silencers,
tanks, blowdown silencers, heaters, and auxiliary generators;
and expand the existing compressor station building. A total of
7,700 hp would be added to this station.

Install crossover piping to allow for bi-directional flow between
DETI's TL-590 and TL-377 pipelines. No additional
compression is proposed.

Install two new gas-driven compressor units; install gas
filter/separators, gas coolers, inlet air filters, exhaust silencers,
tanks, blowdown silencers, heaters, and auxiliary generators;
and construct new compressor, auxiliary, utility gas, drum
storage, and storage buildings. A net total of 41,000 hp would
be added to this station.

Abandon in place existing gathering compressor units 1 and 2 at
the Hastings Compressor Station; replace the units with two new
compressor units at the existing Mockingbird Hill Compressor
Station. #

a Additional discussion of the nonjurisdictional replacement activities at this facility is provided in sections 2.8 and 4.13.
Note: No compressor station facilities would be located on NFS lands.
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2.1.2.2 Metering and Regulating Stations

Table 2.1.2-2 lists the M&R stations associated with ACP and SHP. M&R stations measure the
volume of gas removed from or added to a pipeline system at receipt and delivery interconnects. Most
M&R stations consist of a small graveled area with small building(s) that enclose the measurement
equipment. Nine M&R stations are proposed for ACP and one M&R station is proposed for SHP. No

M&R stations would be located on NFS lands.

TABLE 2.1.2-2

M&R Stations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

County, State/

Pipeline Segment/Facility Commonwealth Milepost Description
Atlantic Coast Pipeline
AP-1 Mainline
Kincheloe M&R Station Lewis County, WV 7.5 Station would take natural gas from DETI's existing TL-
360 mainline and the proposed AP-1 mainline and
discharge into Compressor Station 1.
Long Run M&R Station Randolph County, 47.3 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-1
WV mainline and discharge into an existing Columbia Gas
WB pipeline.
Woods Corner M&R Station 2 Buckingham 191.6 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-1
County, VA mainline and the existing Transco pipelines and could
discharge into these pipelines.
AP-2 Mainline
Smithfield M&R Station Johnston County, 92.7 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-2
NC mainline and discharge into an existing Piedmont
pipeline.
Fayetteville M&R Station Cumberland 132.9 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-2
County, NC mainline and discharge into an existing Piedmont
pipeline.
Pembroke M&R Station Robeson County, 182.9 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-2
NC mainline and discharge into an existing Piedmont
pipeline.
AP-3 Lateral
Elizabeth River M&R Station City of 82.7 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-3
Chesapeake, VA lateral and discharge into an existing Virginia Natural Gas
pipeline.
AP-4 Lateral
Brunswick M&R Station Brunswick County, 0.4 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-4
VA lateral and discharge to a Dominion Virginia Power (DVP)
electric generating facility which currently is under
construction.
AP-5 Lateral
Greensville M&R Station Greensville 1.0 Station would take natural gas from the proposed AP-5
County, VA lateral and discharge to a proposed DVP electric
generating facility.
Supply Header Project
CNX M&R Station Lewis County, WV NA Station would enable natural gas receipts into DETI's
existing TL-360 mainline.
a Natural gas would be received and delivered at Woods Corner M&R Station to meet the requirements of ACP customers

for bi-directional flow as requested in the request for proposal from Duke Energy and Piedmont. This would create
flexibility for ACP customers to utilize the existing transportation capacity portfolio on the Transco system. ACP customers
may use existing capacity to deliver natural gas into ACP for delivery to their ACP delivery points, or use capacity on ACP
and SHP systems to deliver natural gas into Transco for delivery to Transco delivery points.

Note: No M&R stations would be located on NFS lands.
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2.1.2.3 Valves

Table 2.1.2-3 lists the valves associated with ACP and SHP. No valves would be located on NFS
lands. Valves consist of a small system of aboveground and underground piping and valves that control
the flow of gas within the pipeline and can also be used to vacate, or blow-off, the gas within a pipeline
segment, if necessary. Most valves would be installed within the operational rights-of-way of the pipeline
facilities. Valves can be located at interconnections within a transmission system (i.e., between a
mainline pipeline and a loop) and at locations based on the DOT Class designation of the pipeline; in
general, the distance between valves is reduced in areas of higher human population (see section 4.12.1).

2.1.2.4 Pig Launchers and Receivers

Table 2.1.2-4 lists the pig launchers and receivers associated with ACP and SHP. Pig launchers
and receivers are facilities where internal pipeline cleaning and inspection tools, referred to as “pigs,”
could be inserted or retrieved from the pipeline. Pig launchers/receivers generally consist of a segment of
aboveground piping, 20 to 30 feet in length, which ties into the mainline pipeline facilities below the
ground surface. All pig launchers and receivers would be installed within the 50-foot-wide operational
pipeline right-of-way, or within the compressor station, M&R station facilities, or valve sites, except for
the launcher/receiver proposed at AP-1 milepost (MP) 105.6, which would extend outside the operational
right-of-way. No pig launcher or receiver facilities would be located on NFS lands.

2.1.25 Cathodic Protection Systems

Table 2.1.2-5 lists the cathodic protection system facilities associated with ACP and SHP.
Cathodic protection systems help prevent corrosion of underground pipeline facilities. These systems
typically include a small, aboveground transformer-rectifier unit and an associated anode ground bed
located underground. These cathodic protection facilities would be installed perpendicular to the pipeline
right-of-way at lengths ranging from 535 to 1,010 feet. Installation of these facilities generally requires a
25-foot-wide workspace to install the cables and wires 30 inches below the ground surface. These
facilities are often placed along roadsides or within agricultural fields. No cathodic protection system
facilities would be located on NFS lands.

2.1.2.6 Communication Towers and Antennas

Table 2.1.2-6 lists the communication towers and antennas associated with ACP. Although these
auxiliary installations do not require case-specific certificate authority for their construction and operation
[see 18 CFR 2.55(a)], we are disclosing the location and potential impacts of these facilities throughout
our environmental analysis. Currently, Atlantic anticipates that 10 of the proposed communication towers
or antennas would be located within proposed compressor station, M&R station, or valve sites. The
remaining communication towers and antennas would be located at facilities owned by Dominion, Duke,
American Tower, and the Virginia State Police. The construction and operation of communication
facilities that are located outside ACP or SHP work areas would require section 7 authorization; the
leasing of space on existing towers would not require section 7 authorization. Two of the towers (Bath
County Power Station and Rocky Mountain MW Site) would be located within existing authorized
facilities (defined as a communication tower, electric substation, or electric generating station) on NFS
lands; therefore, no additional authorization would be required from the FS. Further, Atlantic stated there
would be no land disturbance required for installation of these new antennas. No communication towers
are associated with SHP.
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TABLE 2.1.2-3

Valves for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

County/City, State/

Pipeline Segment/Facility Commonwealth Milepost Scope of Work
Atlantic Coast Pipeline 2
AP-1 Mainline
Valve Site 0 Harrison County, WV 0.0 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 1 Lewis County, WV 7.5 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 2 Upshur County, WV 24.3 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 3 Upshur County, WV 41.3 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 4 Randolph County, WV 47.3 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 5 Randolph County, WV 59.6 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 6 Pocahontas County, WV 69.2 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 7 Pocahontas County, WV 81.0 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 8 Bath County, VA 93.2 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 9 Bath County, VA 105.6 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 10 Augusta County, VA 115.7 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 11 Augusta County, VA 130.8 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 12 Augusta County, VA 142.9 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 13 Nelson County, VA 149.7 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 14 Nelson County, VA 164.0 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 15 Nelson County, VA 178.4 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 16 Buckingham County, VA 191.6 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 17 Buckingham County, VA 206.3 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 18 Prince Edward County, VA 225.7 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 19 Nottoway County, VA 245.2 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 20 Brunswick County, VA 264.8 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 21 Brunswick County, VA 279.6 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 22 Greensville County, VA 284.4 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 22A Northampton County, NC 300.2 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
AP-2 Mainline
Valve Site 23 Northampton County, NC 9.4 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 24 Halifax County, NC 14.9 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 25 Nash County, NC 34.7 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
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TABLE 2.1.2-3 (cont'd)

Valves for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

County/City, State/

Pipeline Segment/Facility Commonwealth Milepost Scope of Work
Valve Site 26 Nash County, NC 49.5 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 27 Nash County, NC 64.3 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 28 Johnston County, NC 78.7 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 28A Johnston County, NC 92.7 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 29 Johnston County, NC 108.1 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 30 Cumberland County, NC 123.0 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 31 Cumberland County, NC 136.6 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 32 Cumberland County, NC 153.7 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 33 Robeson County, NC 168.6 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
AP-3 Lateral
Valve Site 34 Southampton County, VA 19.5 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 35 City of Suffolk, VA 39.0 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 36 City of Suffolk, VA 58.5 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 37 City of Chesapeake, VA 71.6 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 38 City of Chesapeake, VA 77.5 Install valve with aboveground valve operators, risers,
blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Supply Header Project
TL-636 Loopline
Valero Gate Junction Westmoreland County, PA 0.0 Install below grade valve with aboveground valve
operators, risers, blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
JB Tonkin Compressor Westmoreland County, PA 3.9 Install below grade valve with aboveground valve
Station operators, risers, blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
TL-635 Loopline
Marts Junction Harrison County, WV 0.0 Install below grade valve with aboveground valve
operators, risers, blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 1 Doddridge County, WV 12.4 Install below grade valve with aboveground valve
operators, risers, blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Valve Site 2 Wetzel County, WV 29.6 Install below grade valve with aboveground valve
operators, risers, blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
Mockingbird Hill Wetzel County, WV 33.6 Install below grade valve with aboveground valve
Compressor Station operators, risers, blowdown valves, and crossover piping.
a There are no valves along the AP-4 and AP-5 laterals.
Note: No valves would be located on NFS lands.
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TABLE 2.1.2-4

Pig Launcher/Receiver Facilities for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

County/City, State/

Pipeline Segment/Facility Commonwealth Milepost Scope of Work
Atlantic Coast Pipeline
AP-1 Mainline
Site 1 (launcher) Harrison County, WV 0.0 Install a new pig launcher facility.
Site 2 (launcher/receiver) Bath County, VA 105.6 Install a new pig launcher and receiver facility.
Site 3 (launcher/receiver) Buckingham County, VA 191.6 Install a new pig launcher and receiver facility.
Site 4 (launcher/receiver) Northampton County, NC 300.2 Install a new pig launcher and receiver facility.
AP-2 Mainline
Site 5 (launcher/receiver) Johnston County, NC 92.7 Install a new pig launcher and receiver facility.
Site 6 (receiver) Robeson County, NC 182.9 Install a new pig receiver facility.
AP-3 Lateral
Site 4 (launcher) Northampton County, NC 0.0 Install a new pig launcher facility.
Site 7 (receiver) City of Chesapeake, VA 82.7 Install a new pig receiver facility.
AP-4 Lateral
Site 8 (launcher) Brunswick County, VA 0.0 Install a new pig launcher facility.
Site 9 (receiver) Brunswick County, VA 0.4 Install a new pig receiver facility.
AP-5 Lateral
Site 10 (launcher) Greensville County, VA 0.0 Install a new pig launcher facility.
Site 11 (receiver) Greensville County, VA 1.0 Install a new pig receiver facility.
Supply Header Project
TL-636 Loopline
Valero Gate Junction (receiver) Westmoreland County, PA 0.0 Install a new pig receiver facility.
JB Tonkin Compressor Station Westmoreland County, PA 3.9 Install a new pig launcher facility.
(launcher)
TL-635 Loopline
Marts Junction (receiver) Harrison County, WV 0.0 Install a new pig receiver facility.
Mockingbird Hill Compressor Wetzel County, WV 33.6 Install a new pig launcher facility.

Station (launcher)

Note: No pig launcher or receiver facilities would be located on NFS lands.
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TABLE 2.1.2-5

Cathodic Protection System Facilities for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

County, State/

Pipeline Segment/Facility Commonwealth Milepost Scope of Work
Atlantic Coast Pipeline 2
AP-1 Mainline
Ground Bed 1 Lewis County, WV 20.3 Install 620 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 2 Upshur County, WV 29.1 Install 580 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 3 Augusta County, VA 125.9 Install 890 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 4 Augusta County, VA 140.7 Install 1,000 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 5 Nelson County, VA 181.1 Install 890 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 6 Cumberland County, VA 2135 Install 650 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 7 Nottoway County, VA 235.6 Install 760 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 8 Dinwiddie County, VA 257.6 Install 910 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 9 Brunswick County, VA 263.9 Install 775 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 10 Brunswick County, VA 269.9 Install 800 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 11 Greensville County, VA 290.5 Install 860 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
AP-2 Mainline
Ground Bed 12 Halifax County, NC 16.3 Install 940 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 13 Nash County, NC 36.8 Install 900 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 14 Nash County, NC 60.4 Install 890 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 15 Johnston County, NC 79.3 Install 1,010 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 16 Johnston County, NC 84.6 Install 790 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 17 Johnston County, NC 99.9 Install 780 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 18 Robeson County, NC 161.5 Install 930 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 19 Robeson County, NC 172.4 Install 1,010 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
AP-3 Lateral
Ground Bed 20 Southampton County, VA 24.2 Install 670 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Supply Header Project
TL-636 Loopline
Ground Bed 21 Westmoreland County, PA 1.4 Install 640 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
TL-635 Loopline
Ground Bed 22 Doddridge County, WV 4.6 Install 535 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 23 Doddridge County, WV 17.8 Install 540 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
Ground Bed 24 Wetzel County, WV 29.5 Install 580 feet of cathodic protection/ground bed.
a There are no cathodic protection/ground beds along the AP-4 and AP-5 laterals.

Note: No cathodic protection facilities would be located on NFS lands.
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TABLE 2.1.2-6

Communication Towers for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline

County/City, State/ Milepo
Pipeline Segment/Facility Commonwealth st Scope of Work
AP-1 Mainline

Wilsonburg Harrison County, WV NA Located 13.6 miles northeast of AP-1 MP 0.0. Install
new microwave antennas on existing tower.

Compressor Station 1 Lewis County, WV 7.6 Construct new tower and shelter within Compressor
Station 1 workspace.

Long Run M&R Station 2 Randolph County, WV 47.3 Construct new tower.

Sounding Knob @ Highland County, VA NA Located 9.1 miles northeast of AP-1 MP 89. Install new
microwave antennas and shelter.

Bath County Power Station ® Bath County, VA NA Located 5.2 miles southwest of AP-1 MP 89. Construct
new megawatt antennas.

Rocky Mountain MW Site ® Rockbridge County, VA NA Located 13 miles southeast of AP-1 MP 159. Construct
new antennas on existing tower.

Compressor Station 2 Buckingham County, VA 191.5  Construct new tower and shelter.

Bremo Repeater MW Site Fluvanna County, VA NA Located 22.3 miles east-northeast of CS2. Replace
existing tower and install new microwave antennas.

Farmville District Office Prince Edward County, VA NA Located 6.5 miles west of AP-1 MP 224. Install new
microwave antennas on existing tower.

ACP Valve Site #18 Prince Edward County, VA 225.7  Construct new tower, shelter, generator, gas tank.

ACP Valve Site #19 Nottoway County, VA 245.2  Construct new tower, shelter, generator, gas tank.

Rawlings Substation Brunswick County, VA NA Located 0.5 mile east-northeast of MP AP-1 267. Install
new microwave antennas on existing tower.

Compressor Station 3 Northampton County, NC 300.2  Construct new tower and shelter.

AP-2 Mainline

Cox Substation Halifax County, NC NA 3.75 miles west of AP-2 MP 30. Construct new tower.

Smithfield M&R Station Johnston County, NC 92.7 Construct new tower.

Erwin MW Site Harnett County, NC NA Located 7 miles northwest of AP-2 MP 116. Replace
existing tower and construct new antennas, shelter,
generator, natural gas tank.

Fayetteville M&R Station Cumberland County, NC 132.9  Construct new tower.

Cumberland MW Site Cumberland County, NC NA Located 0.5 mile east of AP-2 MP 153.0. Replace
existing tower and construct new antennas, shelter,
generator, natural gas tank.

Pembroke M&R Station Robeson County, NC 182.9  Construct new tower.

AP-3 Lateral

Boykins Substation Southampton County, VA NA Located 0.3 mile northwest of AP-3 MP 20. Construct
new tower and shelter.

Southampton Substation Southampton County, VA NA Located 1.6 miles north of AP-3 MP 32. Construct hew
tower and shelter.

Holland Substation Suffolk, VA NA Located 0.5 mile west of AP-3 MP 48. Construct new
tower and shelter.

Suffolk Substation Suffolk, VA NA Located 6 miles south of AP-3 MP 64. Construct new
antennas and shelter.

Elizabeth River Repeater City of Chesapeake, VA NA Located 0.3 mile northeast of AP-3 MP 81. Install new

MW Site antennas on existing tower.

Elizabeth River M&R Station City of Chesapeake, VA 82.7 Construct new tower.

AP-5 Lateral

Greensville M&R Station Greensville County, VA 1.0 Construct new tower.

a Atlantic is evaluating the option to collocate new equipment on two existing structures located between Long Run M&R
and Sounding Knob. Options are being evaluated; however, an exact location has not been finalized.
b Located within an existing authorized facility on NFS lands. No additional authorization would be required from the FS.
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2.2 LAND REQUIREMENTS

Table 2.2-1 summarizes the land requirements for ACP and SHP; table 2.2-2 summarizes the land
requirements for the portion of ACP on NFS lands. A more detailed discussion of land use impacts for
ACP and SHP is provided in section 4.8; a more detailed discussion of land use impacts for the portion of
ACP on federal lands is provided in section 4.8.9.

Collectively, construction of ACP and SHP would disturb 11,775.9 acres of land. Following
construction, 4,929.6 acres of new land would be maintained for operation and maintenance of the project
facilities. The remaining 6,846.3 acres of land disturbed by ACP and SHP would be restored and allowed
to revert to former use. The portion of ACP on NFS lands would disturb 430.4 acres of land, including
the pipeline construction right-of-way, additional temporary workspaces (ATWS), and access roads.
Following construction, 214.0 acres of new land would be maintained for operation and maintenance of
the project facilities on NFS lands, based on a typical 50-foot-wide operational right-of-way and access
roads. The remaining 216.4 acres of land disturbed by ACP on NFS lands would be restored and allowed
to revert to former use.

2.2.1 Pipeline Right-of-way
2.2.1.1 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Atlantic would use a variety of right-of-way configurations to construct and operate the pipeline
facilities as presented in table 2.2.1-1. The width of the construction rights-of-way would be reduced to
75 feet in wetland areas where feasible and through other sensitive areas such as waterbodies, sensitive
biological areas, and residential lands, as necessary.

For the AP-1 mainline, the construction right-of-way in non-agricultural uplands would measure
125 feet in width, with a 40-foot-wide spoil side and an 85-foot-wide working side. In areas where full
width topsoil segregation is required (e.g., agricultural areas), an additional 25 feet of temporary
construction workspace would be needed on the working side of the corridor to provide sufficient space to
store topsoil.

In West Virginia and northwestern Virginia, the proposed AP-1 mainline would be constructed in
steep terrain. Generally, the pipeline alignment runs along ridgelines and up and down slopes (as opposed
to crossing laterally on side slopes). Installation along the ridgelines would generally require a wider
construction rights-of-way to create a level work area and store trench material. When constructing along
steep slopes, construction personnel would be required to work in the trench to weld the pipeline. In these
areas, the trench would typically be 30 feet wide to provide sufficient space for construction personnel to
work in the trench safely. The additional spoil generated from a wider trench would require an additional
25 feet of temporary construction workspace to provide sufficient space to store trench spoil. For these
reasons, Atlantic would require a wider construction right-of-way for the AP-1 mainline as identified in
table 2.2.1-1.
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TABLE 2.2-1

Land Requirements of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Project/Component Total Construction (acres) Total Operation (acres)

Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Pipeline Right-of-Way

AP-1 4,879.2 1,991.2
AP-2 2,263.5 1,127.8
AP-3 779.2 505.8
AP-4 3.9 2.4
AP-5 8.5 5.7
Additional Temporary Workspace 2
AP-1 637.0 0.0
AP-2 337.8 0.0
AP-3 102.9 0.0
AP-4 0.2 0.0
AP-5 1.7 0.0
Cathodic Protection/Ground Beds 8.4 3.8

Aboveground Facilities
Compressor Stations

Compressor Station 1 71.2 44.9
Compressor Station 2 50.2 12.9
Compressor Station 3 44.9 30.0
Metering and Regulating Stations
Kincheloe M&R Station ° 0.0 0.0
Long Run M&R Station 2.7 2.7
Woods Corner M&R Station ° 0.0 0.0
Smithfield M&R Station 5.6 55
Fayetteville M&R Station 6.8 6.8
Pembroke M&R Station 25 25
Elizabeth River M&R Station 1.0 0.9
Brunswick M&R Station 14 14
Greensville M&R Station 1.4 14
Valves ¢ 0.0 0.0
Pig Launchers/Receivers ¢ 3.0 3.0
Access Roads
Existing Roads 818.4 760.6
New To-Be-Constructed Roads 435 30.4
Hybrid © 35.7 35.7
Pipe/Contractor Yards f
Contractor Yard Spread 01-A 435 0.0
Contractor Yard Spread 02-A 38.3 0.0
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 02A-A 38.1 0.0
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 02A-B 77.5 0.0
Pipe Yard 01-A 9.8 0.0
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 02-D 344 0.0
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 03-A 20.5 0.0
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 03-B 65.1 0.0
Pipe Yard 04-A 2.4 0.0
Pipe Yard 04-C 7.7 0.0
Pipe Yard 06-A 15 0.0
Contractor Yard Spread 03-A 31.9 0.0
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TABLE 2.2-1 (cont'd)

Land Requirements of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Project/Component Total Construction (acres) Total Operation (acres)

Contractor Yard Spread 04-A
Contractor Yard Spread 04-A-A
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 03A-A
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 03A-B
Contractor Yard Spread 05-C
Contractor Yard — GWNF — 6 Spread 04-A
Contractor Yard Spread 06-C
Contractor Yard Spread 07-B
Contractor Yard Spread 08-A
Contractor Yard Spread 09-A
Contractor Yard Spread 10-A
Contractor Yard Spread 11-C
Communication Towers
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Subtotal
Supply Header Project
Pipeline Right-of-Way
TL-636
TL-635
Additional Temporary Workspace 2
TL-636
TL-635
Cathodic Protection/Ground Beds
Aboveground Facilities
Compressor Station Modifications
JB Tonkin Compressor Station
Crayne Compressor Station
Burch Ridge Compressor Station
Mockingbird Hill Compressor Station
Metering and Regulating Stations
CNX M&R Station ®
Valves °©
Pig Launchers/Receivers
JB Tonkin Compressor Station ¢
Valero Gate Junction
Mockingbird Hill Compressor Station ¢
Marts Junction
Access Roads
Existing Roads
New To-Be-Constructed Roads
Hybrid ©
Pipe/Contractor Yards
Contractor Yard 1
Contractor Yard 2
Contractor Yard 3
Contractor Yard 4
Contractor Yard 5
Contractor Yard 6
Contractor Yard 7
Contractor Yard 8

36.4 0.0
58.6 0.0
44.9 0.0
50.7 0.0
40.8 0.0
43.8 0.0
36.5 0.0
30.1 0.0
45.6 0.0
41.7 0.0
40.2 0.0
17.8 0.0
11 11
10,970.8 4,577.3
45.0 23.3
392.6 197.2
9.7 0.0
71.4 0.0
2.5 25
13.6 3.1
12.6 0.0
6.4 0.0
64.0 9.5
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.6 0.6
0.0 0.0
0.6 0.6
79.5 79.5
111 111
25.0 25.0
13 0.0
3.3 0.0
0.8 0.0
1.6 0.0
1.0 0.0
12 0.0
0.7 0.0
1.7 0.0
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TABLE 2.2-1 (cont'd)

Land Requirements of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Project/Component Total Construction (acres) Total Operation (acres)
Contractor Yard 9 2.8 0.0
Contractor Yard 10 22.5 0.0
Contractor Yard 11 33.6 0.0

Communication Towers 0.0 0.0

Supply Header Project Subtotal 805.2 352.6
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Total 11,775.9 4,929.6
a Includes additional temporary workspace, topsoil segregation areas, and water impoundment structures locations.

These facilities would be installed within the same construction or operational footprint as the Compressor Stations 1, 2,
or 3; the Smithfield, Pembroke, Elizabeth River, Brunswick, and Greensville M&R Stations; or the Burch Ridge, JB Tonkin,
or Mockingbird Hill Compressor Stations; therefore, no additional land would be affected by construction or operation of
these facilities.

¢ Includes valves that would not be built within the permanent easement for the pipelines.

No additional land would be affected by construction or operation of the pig launcher/receiver assemblies installed on the
same sites and within the same fence lines as Compressors Stations 2 and 3 and the Smithfield, Pembroke, Elizabeth
River, Brunswick, and Greensville M&R Stations.

e Includes access roads where a portion of the road is existing and a portion is new, to-be-constructed.
f Construction spreads are identified in table 2.4-1.
Note: The totals shown in this table may not equal the sum of addends due to rounding.

TABLE 2.2-2

Land Requirements of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline on National Forest System Lands

Total (acres)

National Forest/Facility/Component Construction Operation
Monongahela National Forest
AP-1 Mainline Right-of-Way 77.9 30.9
Additional Temporary Workspace 2 7.9 0.0
Access Roads
Existing/Hybrid Roads ° 24.9 24.8
New To-Be-Constructed Roads 0.1 0.1
Pipe/Contractor Yards
Pipe Yard 06-A 15 0.0
Monongahela National Forest Subtotal 112.3 55.8
George Washington National Forest
AP-1 Mainline Right-of-Way 235.0 94.7
Additional Temporary Workspace @ 16.4 0.0
Access Roads
Existing Roads 65.3 62.1
New To-Be-Constructed Roads 15 15
George Washington National Forest Subtotal 318.1 158.2
National Forest System Lands Total 430.4 214.0
a Includes additional temporary workspace, topsoil segregation areas, and water impoundment structure locations.
b Includes two access roads where a portion of the road is existing and a portion is new, to-be-constructed.
Note: The totals shown in this table may not equal the sum of addends due to rounding.
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TABLE 2.2.1-1

Typical Construction and Operational Right-of-Way Configurations for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Total Construction Spoil Side Width Working Side Width Operation Width

Pipeline Facility Width (feet) 2 (feet) (feet) (feet)
AP-1 Mainline

Non-Agricultural Areas 125 40 85 50

Agricultural Areas 150 40 110 50
AP-2 Mainline

Non-Agricultural Areas 110 35 75 50

Agricultural Areas 135 35 100 50
AP-3, AP-4, and AP-5 Laterals

Non-Agricultural Areas 75 25 50 50

Agricultural Areas 100 25 75 50
a The construction right-of-way would be reduced to 75 feet wide in wetland areas except where modifications are

requested and deemed acceptable (see table 2.3.1-3).

Atlantic is pursuing negotiations for a 75-foot-wide permanent right-of-way easement for the AP-
1 mainline, but has stated it would only maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way during operation.
Where the AP-1 mainline is located on NFS lands, the right-of-way width would be reduced to 50 feet.
Although Atlantic can pursue negotiations with landowners for a larger right-of-way, we do not concur
that Atlantic’s proposed 75-foot-wide permanent right-of-way is necessary to operate the AP-1 mainline.
Based on our experience and review of similar projects, as well as our understanding of pipeline
operations and maintenance procedures, we believe that a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way is
sufficient to safely and efficiently operate large diameter natural gas pipelines. For these reasons, we
recommend that:

o Atlantic should not exercise eminent domain authority granted under section 7(h) of
the NGA to acquire a permanent pipeline right-of-way exceeding 50 feet in width.
In addition, where Atlantic has obtained a larger permanent right-of-way width
through landowner negotiations, routine vegetation mowing and clearing over the
permanent right-of-way should not exceed 50 feet in width.

For the AP-2 mainline, the construction corridor in non-agricultural uplands would measure 110
feet in width, with a 35-foot-wide spoil side and a 75-foot-wide working side. In areas where full width
topsoil segregation is required (e.g., agricultural areas), an additional 25 feet of temporary construction
workspace would be needed on the working side of the corridor to provide sufficient space to store topsoil.
In wetlands, the width of the construction right-of-way would be reduced to 75 feet, with 25 feet on the
spoil side and 50 feet on the working side.

Additional detail on land use impacts are provided in section 4.8. Typical drawings of Atlantic’s
temporary construction and permanent rights-of-way are provided in appendix C.

2.2.1.2 Supply Header Project

Construction of the TL-636 and TL-635 looplines would generally require a 100-foot-wide
construction right-of-way to permit the safe passage of equipment and materials associated with
construction of the 30-inch-diameter loop pipelines. The construction right-of-way in non-agricultural
upland areas that are collocated with existing rights-of-way would measure 100 feet wide, with a 25-foot-
wide spoil side and a 75-foot-wide working side. The construction right-of-way in non-agricultural
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upland areas that are not collocated with existing rights-of-way would measure 110 feet wide, with a 35-
foot-wide spoil side and a 75-foot-wide working side. In areas where full width topsoil segregation is
required, an additional 25 feet of temporary construction workspace would be needed on the working side
of the right-of-way to provide sufficient space to store topsoil. In wetlands, the width of the construction
right-of-way would be reduced to 75 feet, with 25 feet on the spoil side and 50 feet on the working side.
Following construction, a 50-foot-wide permanent easement would be maintained for operation of the
pipeline loops. Typical drawings of DETI’s temporary construction and permanent rights-of-way are
provided in appendix C.

2.2.2 Collocation with Existing Rights-of-Way

The use, enlargement, or extension of existing rights-of-way over developing a new right-of-way
is a means to potentially reduce impacts on resources (often called “collocation™). For linear, utility-type
facilities, collocation of a new easement can involve: a) abutting an existing easement, b) partially
overlapping or sharing land within an existing easement, or c) siting a facility wholly within an existing
easement. Given technical construction and operational constraints, the first two scenarios are far more
common. In general, the collocation of new pipeline along existing rights-of-way or other linear corridors
that have been previously cleared or used (such as pipelines, power lines, roads, or railroads) may be
environmentally preferable to the development of new rights-of-way. Construction-related impacts and
adverse cumulative impacts can normally be reduced by use of previously cleared or disturbed rights-of-
way; however, in congested or environmentally sensitive areas, it may be advantageous to deviate from
an existing right-of-way. Additionally, collocation may be infeasible in some areas due to a lack of or
unsuitably oriented existing corridors, engineering and design considerations, or constructability or
permitting issues. Combined, ACP and SHP would be collocated along about 14 percent of the pipelines
and loops. Additional details regarding collocation of ACP and SHP are provided below.

2.2.2.1 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Atlantic’s proposed mainline pipelines (AP-1 and AP-2) would be collocated with existing rights-
of-way for 48 miles or 9 percent of the combined lengths of these pipelines. None of the proposed AP-1
mainline on NFS lands would be collocated with existing rights-of-way. The proposed AP-3 lateral
would be collocated with existing rights-of-way for 29 miles or 35 percent of the total length of the AP-3
route. No section of the AP-4 and AP-5 laterals would be collocated with existing facilities. A total of 13
percent of the combined ACP routes would be collocated with existing facilities. The locations where
ACP’s construction and operational rights-of-way would be collocated within existing rights-of-way is
presented in table 2.2.2-1.

2.2.2.2 Supply Header Project

The TL-636 and TL-635 pipeline loops would be collocated with rights-of-way for 3.9 and 7.6
miles (100 percent and 23 percent), respectively. A total of 31 percent of the combined SHP routes would
be collocated with existing facilities. The locations where SHP’s construction and operational rights-of-
way would be collocated within existing rights-of-way are presented in table 2.2.2-1.
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2.2.3 Additional Temporary Workspace

In addition to the construction workspaces identified above, ATWS would typically be required
in the following areas:

. adjacent to crossings of roadways, railroads, waterbodies, wetlands, or other utilities;

. construction constraint areas that require special construction techniques, such as HDD
entry and exit locations;

. HDD pipe fabrication areas;

. areas requiring extra trench depth or spoil storage areas;

. certain pipe bend locations;

. locations with soil stability concerns or side slope construction;

. truck turnarounds or equipment passing lanes; and

. hydrostatic test water withdrawal and discharge locations and water impoundment
structures.

2.2.3.1 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Most ATWS for the project would add 25 feet to the width of construction right-of-way. In total,
ATWS for ACP would disturb 1,079.6 acres of land during construction. Appendix D identifies where
Atlantic has requested extra workspace for staging areas, water impoundment structures, and resource
crossings, including workspace dimensions, the acreage of impact, associated land use, and the
justification for their use. A detailed discussion of Atlantic’s requests for extra workspace is provided in
sections 2.3, 4.3.2.7, and 4.3.3.7.

ATWS associated with the AP-1 mainline on NFS lands would disturb 24.3 acres during
construction. ATWS located on NFS lands are identified in appendix D.

2.2.3.2 Supply Header Project

In total, ATWS for SHP would temporarily disturb 81.1 acres of land. Appendix D identifies
where DETI has requested extra workspace, including workspace dimensions, the acreage of impact, and
the justification for their use. Further discussion of DETI’s requests for extra workspace is provided in
sections 2.3, 4.3.2.7, and 4.3.3.7.
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TABLE 2.2.2-1

Existing Rights-of-Way Overlapped by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Facility, County/City, Begin End Length Construction  Operational Type of
State/Commonwealth Milepost Milepost (miles) (acres) (acres) ROW Ownership or Use
Atlantic Coast Pipeline 2
AP-1 Mainline
Harrison, WV 0.0 0.2 0.2 24 0.9 Natural Gas DETI
Lewis, WV 6.0 6.3 0.3 4.5 1.8 Natural Gas EQT Midstream
Partners
(Equitrans)
Lewis, WV 7.1 7.3 0.2 3.4 1.2 Natural Gas DETI
Lewis, WV 8.9 9.2 0.3 5.2 19 Natural Gas DETI
Upshur, WV 27.0 27.1 0.2 3.4 11 Electric Monongahela
Transmission ~ Power Company
Randolph, WV 44.8 44.9 0.2 2.3 0.9 Road Unknown
Randolph, WV 47.5 47.9 0.4 6.1 2.4 Road County Road 42/1
Randolph, WV 48.2 48.5 0.4 5.5 2.2 Road County Road 42/1
Randolph, WV 48.9 49.8 1.3 20.4 115 Road County Road 46/2
Randolph, WV 50.1 50.3 0.2 3.7 1.2 Other Former Strip Mine
Randolph, WV 56.0 56.1 0.3 4.2 15 Other Former Strip Mine
Randolph, WV 56.3 56.6 0.5 9.4 3.0 Other Former Strip Mine
Randolph, WV 62.0 63.0 1.2 21.8 7.3 Other Former Strip Mine
Randolph, WV 63.3 63.6 0.4 6.2 2.3 Other Former Strip Mine
Pocahontas, WV 75.6 75.7 0.2 3.1 1.2 Road County Highway 9
Pocahontas, WV 76.1 76.2 0.3 3.3 1.6 Road County Highway 9
Augusta, VA 146.5 146.8 0.4 6.8 2.2 Road Wayne Avenue
Augusta, VA 149.4 149.6 0.2 3.2 1.0 Road Schages Lane
Augusta, VA 157.1 157.3 0.2 2.5 1.0 Road Mt. Torrey
Buckingham, VA 191.4 191.6 0.2 6.9 3.0 Natural Gas Transco
Brunswick, VA 260.9 261.2 0.3 4.3 1.7 Road Gills Bridge Road
Brunswick, VA 267.1 279.4 12,5 193.0 74.2 Electric Brunswick
Transmission
Greensville, VA 288.8 292.1 3.3 54.1 19.9 Natural Gas Columbia Gas
Transmission, LLC
AP-1 Mainline Total 23.4 375.9 141.6
AP-2 Mainline
Northampton, NC 4.3 4.9 0.6 10.1 3.8 Electric Dominion Virginia
Transmission Power (DVP)
Johnston, NC 104.7 104.9 0.3 4.4 1.7 Road New Hope Road
Cumberland, NC 129.4 1295 0.1 1.2 0.5 Railroad South End
Subdivision
Cumberland, NC 130.7 131.0 0.2 3.0 1.4 Natural Gas Piedmont
Cumberland, NC 132.2 132.8 0.6 9.5 3.9 Natural Gas Piedmont
Cumberland, NC 136.7 138.4 1.8 17.3 11.0 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 138.6 140.6 2.1 24.2 12.9 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 140.7 142.1 1.6 15.6 9.5 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 142.3 152.3 10.7 1375 65.1 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 152.7 154.3 1.4 20.2 8.6 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
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TABLE 2.2.2-1 (cont'd)

Existing Rights-of-Way Overlapped by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Facility, County/City, Begin End Length Construction  Operational Type of
State/Commonwealth Milepost Milepost (miles) (acres) (acres) ROW Ownership or Use
Cumberland, NC 154.6 155.8 1.3 16.8 7.8 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 155.9 157.3 1.5 195 9.2 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 157.4 157.4 0.1 0.7 0.4 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 157.6 159.0 1.4 19.2 8.5 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Cumberland, NC 159.2 159.7 0.5 6.4 2.8 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
Robeson, NC 163.0 163.2 0.2 3.4 1.3 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
AP-2 Mainline Total 24.4 305.6 148.0
AP-3 Lateral
Northampton, NC 6.2 9.5 3.3 34.6 20.3 Electric DVP
Transmission
Northampton, NC 12.0 13.2 1.2 10.9 7.3 Road Highway 186
Southampton, VA 14.1 15.9 1.9 17.7 11.3 Electric DVP
Transmission
Southampton, VA 16.1 16.4 0.4 3.3 2.2 Electric DVP
Transmission
Southampton, VA 16.7 22.4 5.7 59.7 34.3 Electric DVP
Transmission
Southampton, VA 25.6 27.0 15 17.4 9.0 Electric DVP
Transmission
Southampton, VA 27.3 28.6 1.2 11.8 7.3 Electric DVP
Transmission
Southampton, VA 30.9 31.3 0.4 4.4 2.2 Road Greenfield
City of Suffolk, VA 43.3 44.4 1.1 11.0 6.6 Electric DVP
Transmission
City of Suffolk, VA 45.6 45.7 0.2 15 0.9 Electric DVP
Transmission
City of Suffolk, VA 47.9 48.3 0.4 4.9 25 Electric DVP
Transmission
City of Suffolk, VA 49.0 49.3 0.3 3.8 2.0 Electric DVP
Transmission
City of Suffolk, VA 62.3 62.7 0.4 4.5 2.4 Natural Gas Columbia Gas
Transmission, LLC
City of Suffolk, VA 65.0 65.1 0.1 2.3 0.7 Electric DVP
Transmission
City of Suffolk, VA 65.4 68.8 3.5 30.9 19.2 Electric DVP
Transmission
City of Suffolk, VA 71.2 71.4 0.2 1.8 1.2 Road West Military
Highway
City of Chesapeake, VA 71.8 72.5 0.8 7.1 4.7 Electric Dominion
Transmission
City of Chesapeake, VA 72.6 73.1 0.5 4.8 3.2 Natural Gas Columbia Gas
Transmission, LLC
City of Chesapeake, VA 74.5 76.1 1.6 14.6 9.8 Railroad Norfolk Southern
Railway
City of Chesapeake, VA 76.5 77.2 0.7 5.0 4.4 Railroad Norfolk Southern
Railway
City of Chesapeake, VA 775 77.9 0.4 2.6 2.2 Electric DVP
Transmission
City of Chesapeake, VA 78.3 81.1 2.8 25.5 16.9 Electric Unknown
Transmission
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TABLE 2.2.2-1 (cont'd)

Existing Rights-of-Way Overlapped by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Facility, County/City, Begin End Length Construction  Operational Type of
State/Commonwealth Milepost Milepost (miles) (acres) (acres) ROW Ownership or Use
Cumberland, NC 154.6 155.8 1.3 16.8 7.8 Electric Progress Energy
Transmission Carolinas, LLC
City of Chesapeake, VA 81.2 81.7 0.5 5.6 3.0 Railroad Norfolk Southern
Railway
City of Chesapeake, VA 82.3 82.4 0.1 15 0.9 Road Smith Douglas
Road
AP-3 Lateral Total 28.7 285.5 173.4
Atlantic Coast Pipeline Subtotal 76.5 967.0 463.0
Supply Header Project
TL-636 Loopline
Westmoreland, PA 0.0 3.9 3.9 55.2 24.4 Natural Gas Peoples Natural
Gas
TL-636 Loopline Total 3.9 55.2 24.4
TL-635 Loopline
Harrison, WV 0.0 0.7 0.6 8.3 4.0 Natural Gas DETI
Doddridge, WV 0.7 1.3 0.6 7.1 3.5 Natural Gas DETI
Doddridge, WV 7.4 7.7 0.3 4.4 1.7 Natural Gas Columbia Gas
Transmission, LLC
Doddridge, WV 12.0 12.3 0.2 3.9 1.3 Natural Gas Mountaineer
Midstream
Company, LLC
Doddridge, WV 135 17.5 4.0 63.2 24.0 Natural Gas DETI
Doddridge, WV 18.0 18.4 0.5 6.3 2.8 Natural Gas DETI
Doddridge, WV 21.4 21.9 0.5 7.5 3.3 Natural Gas DETI
Doddridge, WV 22.5 22.8 0.3 4.1 1.9 Natural Gas DETI
Tyler, WV 22.8 22.9 0.1 1.0 0.4 Natural Gas DETI
Wetzel, WV 325 33.1 0.5 7.4 3.3 Natural Gas Equitrans
TL-635 Loopline Total 7.6 113.2 46.2
Supply Header Project Subtotal 11.5 168.4 70.6
Total 88.0 1,135.4 533.6
a No existing rights-of-way would be paralleled on NFS lands or along the AP-4 and AP-5 Laterals.

2.2.4 Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas
2.2.4.1 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

To support construction activities, Atlantic proposes to use 24 contractor yards during
construction. The contractor yards range in size from 1.5 acres to 77.5 acres and would be used for
equipment, pipe sections, and construction material and supply storage, as well as temporary field offices,
parking, and pipe preparation and preassembly staging areas. The use of these sites would temporarily
disturb 857.8 acres of land. The contractor yards would be restored in accordance with Atlantic’s and
DETI’s construction plans (see section 2.3) or as requested by the landowner or land management agency.
One pipe/contractor yard (1.5 acres) would be located on NFS lands on the MNF. Yard locations are
depicted on the topographic maps in appendix B.
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2.2.4.2 Supply Header Project

To support construction activities for SHP, DETI proposes to use 11 contractor yards during
construction. The contractor yards range in size from 0.7 acre to 33.6 acres and would be used for
equipment, pipe sections, and construction material and supply storage, as well as temporary field offices,
parking, and pipe preparation and preassembly staging areas. The use of these sites would temporarily
disturb 70.5 acres of land. The contractor yards would be restored to their former land use after
construction is complete, or allowed to revert to their former land use if tree clearing is required. Yard
locations are depicted on the topographic maps in appendix B.

2.2.5 Access Roads
2.2.5.1 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Atlantic and DETI would use existing public and private roads to gain access to the pipeline
rights-of-way and aboveground facilities to the fullest extent possible, and would also construct and use
new access roads where access is needed and roads do not currently exist. Many of the proposed access
roads are existing roads that can accommodate construction traffic without modification or improvement.
Some access roads, however, are dirt or gravel roads that are not currently suitable for construction traffic.
Where necessary, Atlantic and DETI would improve unsuitable dirt and gravel roads through widening
and/or grading, gravelling, installing or replacing culverts, or clearing overhanging vegetation or tree
limbs. Widening would generally involve increasing the width of the road up to 25 feet. After
construction, Atlantic and DETI would remove access road improvements and restore improved roads to
their preconstruction condition unless the landowner or land-managing agency requests that the
improvements be left in place, or the roads would be utilized as operational access to the pipeline right-of-
way or aboveground facilities.

Atlantic has identified 369 existing roads that would need to be temporarily improved for ACP.
Atlantic would also construct 64 new access roads during construction of ACP, and 18 proposed access
roads consist of an existing road that would also include a new portion that would need to be constructed.
A total of 419 permanent roads would be required for operation of ACP and maintained for the life of the
project.

A total of 17 access roads would be used during construction of ACP on NFS lands. Twelve of
these are existing roads that would need to be temporarily improved for ACP; two of which would also
require short segments of new road construction to access the pipeline corridor. Atlantic would construct
the remaining five new access roads during project construction. A total of 16 long-term roads would be
required for operation of ACP on NFS lands. A Road Use permit may be required for commercial
hauling on existing roads open to the public and under the FS’ jurisdiction, often known as NFS roads.
Such additional permitting would be issued on an individual basis per road if required by weight, size, or
legal travel regulations.

Table 2.2-1 summarizes the acres that would be required for access roads for ACP. Access roads
are depicted on the project location maps provided in appendix B. The location, description, length, land
use, and type of improvement required for each access road are listed in appendix E.

2.2.5.2 Supply Header Project

DETI has identified 46 existing roads that would need to be temporarily improved for SHP.
DETI would also construct 17 new access roads during construction of SHP, and 12 proposed access
roads consist of an existing road that would also include a new portion that would need to be constructed.
A total of 75 permanent roads would be required for operation of SHP and maintained for the life of the
project. Table 2.2-1 summarizes the acres that would be required for access roads for SHP. The location,
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description, length, land use, and type of improvement required for each access road are listed in
appendix E.

2.2.6  Aboveground Facilities
2.2.6.1 Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Construction and operation of the aboveground facilities for ACP would temporarily disturb
190.7 acres of land and permanently affect 112.0 acres of land; no aboveground facilities would be
located on NFS lands. Table 2.2-1 lists the land required for each aboveground facility. Valves would be
installed within the operational pipeline rights-of-way. All pig launchers and receivers would be installed
within the 50-foot-wide operational pipeline right-of-way; or within the compressor station, M&R station
facilities, or valve sites, except for the launcher/receiver proposed at AP-1 MP 105.6, which would extend
outside the operational right-of-way.

2.2.6.2 Supply Header Project

Constructing, modifying, and operating the aboveground facilities for SHP would temporarily
disturb about 97.8 acres of land and permanently affect 13.7 acres of land. Table 2.2-1 lists the land
required for each aboveground facility. Modifications to the compressor stations would take place within
or adjacent to the existing fenced compressor station facilities. The proposed CNX M&R Station would
be constructed within the same fenceline of the proposed Compressor Station 1 for ACP. Valves would
be installed within the proposed operational pipeline rights-of-way. Pig launcher and receiver facilities
would be installed within the fenceline of aboveground facility sites.

2.3 CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES

Atlantic and DETI would design, construct, operate, and maintain their respective pipelines and
facilities in accordance with DOT regulations under 49 CFR 192 (Transportation of Natural and Other
Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety Standards) and other applicable federal and state/
commonwealth regulations. DOT regulations specify pipeline material selection; minimum design
requirements; protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion; and qualification procedures
for welders and operations personnel, in addition to other design standards. Atlantic and DETI would
also comply with the siting and maintenance requirements under 18 CFR 380.15 (Siting and Maintenance
Requirements) and other applicable federal and state/commonwealth regulations, including the
requirements of the U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA).
These safety regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection of the public, pipeline workers,
contractors, and employees and to prevent natural gas pipeline accidents and failures (see section 4.12).

2.3.1 Mitigation
Various forms of mitigation are defined by the CEQ in 40 CFR 1508.20, including:

o avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;

o minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;

o rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations

during the life of the action; and
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. compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

Section 4 of this EIS describes the resource-specific measures that Atlantic and DETI have
proposed to minimize environmental impacts, and includes our additional recommended mitigation
measures as well as those recommended or that may be required by other agencies. General approaches
to mitigation applicable to ACP and SHP are presented below.

2.3.1.1 General Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Mitigation Measures

Atlantic and DETI agreed to adopt the FERC’s general construction, restoration, and operational
mitigation measures outlined in our Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (FERC
Plan) and our Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures (FERC Procedures).* In
their applications and supplemental filings, Atlantic and DETI also provided a series of construction plans
describing how they would construct and operate their respective projects; reduce potential environmental
impacts; and restore, monitor, and maintain the construction and operational right-of-way. These plans are
identified in table 2.3.1-1 below and are discussed in more detail throughout the EIS.

Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction plans include modification to our Procedures regarding the use
of certain extra workspaces within or adjacent to waterbodies or wetlands. These modifications are
presented in tables 2.3.1-2 and 2.3.1-3 below, and include Atlantic’s and DETI’s justification for each
location. We have reviewed these specific requests and justifications and agree that they provide sufficient
protection to the resource, and as such, we find these modifications acceptable. However, our review of
waterbody crossings (appendix K), wetland crossings (appendix L), and Atlantic’s and DETI’s proposed
workspaces indicate there are additional modifications to our Procedures that are not listed and justified in
table 2.3.1-2. Therefore, we recommend that:

° Atlantic and DETI should design all workspaces that are not identified in table 2.3.1-2
of the EIS to comply with the FERC Procedures. Any additional modifications to the
FERC Procedures must be requested and justified in Atlantic’s and DETI’s
Implementation Plans (recommended Environmental Condition No. 6).

On May 26, 2017, Atlantic and DETI filed additional modifications to our Plan and Procedures that
are based on state erosion and sediment control standards. We have reviewed the requested modifications
for each state and agree that they provide equal or greater protection as our Plan and Procedures, and as
such, we find these modifications acceptable.

4 The FERC Plan and Procedures are a set of construction and mitigation measures that were developed in
collaboration with other federal and state agencies and the natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the potential
environmental impacts of the construction of pipeline projects in general. The FERC Plan can be viewed on the
FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/plan.pdf. The FERC Procedures can be
viewed on the FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/procedures.pdf.
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TABLE 2.3.1-1

Construction and Restoration Plans for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

General Plan Name

Location of Plan

Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance
Plan

Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation
Procedures

Atlantic’s and DETI’s proposed modifications to FERC
Plan and Procedures

Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan

Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan
Horizontal Directional Drill Drilling Fluid Monitoring,
Operations, and Contingency Plan

Contingency Plan for the Proposed Crossing of the
Appalachian National Scenic Trail and Blue Ridge
Parkway

Site-Specific HDD Crossing Plans

Karst Terrain Assessment, Construction, Monitoring, and
Mitigation Plan

Residential Construction Plans

Site-Specific Crossing Plan for the James River Wildlife
Management Area

Site-Specific Crossing Plan for the Greenbrier Rail Trail
Site-Specific Crossing Plan for the Allegheny Trail
Site-Specific Crossing Plan for the North Bend Rail Trail
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan
(SPCC Plan)

Timber Removal Plan

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans
(SHP; AP-1 [WV]; AP-2 [NC]; remaining facility plans
are pending)
Contaminated Media Plan
Traffic and Transportation Management Plan
Non-Native Invasive Plant Species Management Plan
Blasting Plan
Slope Stability Policy and Procedure
Winter Construction Plan
Plans for Unanticipated Discovery of Historic Properties or
Human Remains During Construction (ACP: West
Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina; SHP: West Virginia,
Pennsylvania)
Unanticipated Discoveries Plans for Cultural Resources
and Human Remains Policy (MNF and GWNF)
Migratory Bird Plan
Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan
Open Burning Plan

Fugitive Dust Control and Mitigation Plan

Protected Snake Conservation Plan
Virginia Fish Relocation Plan
North Carolina Revised Fish and Other Aquatic Taxa

Collection and Relocation Protocol for Instream
Construction Activities

The FERC Plan and Procedures can both be viewed on the FERC
Internet website at
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/quidelines.asp.

FERC Accession No. 20170526-5257. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14598802
EIS Appendix F

EIS Appendix G

EIS Appendix H1

EIS Appendix H2

EIS Appendix H3
EIS Appendix |

EIS Appendix J1
EIS Appendix J2

EIS Appendix J3

EIS Appendix J4

EIS Appendix J5

FERC Accession No. 20160718-5164. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14311323
FERC Accession No. 20160718-5164. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14311323
FERC Accession No. 20170609-5196. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file list.asp?accession _num=20170609-
5196

FERC Accession No. 20160718-5164. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14311323
FERC Accession No. 20160718-5164. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14311323
FERC Accession No. 20161115-5160. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14399112
FERC Accession No. 20161109-5138. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14395436
FERC Accession No. 20170127-51202. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14475036
FERC Accession No. 20170127-5202. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14475037
FERC Accession No. 20160718-5164. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14311323

FERC Accession No. 20170512-5163. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14588372
FERC Accession No. 20170505-5036. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14582932
FERC Accession No. 20170127-5202. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14475038
FERC Accession No. 20160701-5255. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14295967
FERC Accession No. 20160718-5164. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14311323
FERC Accession No. 201607295-5256. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14319660
FERC Accession No. 20160816-5051. PDF file:
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14330185
FERC Accession No. 20170310-5157. PDF file:
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?filelD=14515832
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http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14311323
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14311323
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20170609-5196
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20170609-5196
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14311323
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14311323
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14399112
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14395436
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14475036
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14475037
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14311323
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14588372
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14582932
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14475038
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14295967
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14311323
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14319660
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14330185
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=14515832

TABLE 2.3.1-2

Additional Temporary Workspace Within 50 Feet of a Wetland or Waterbody

Wetland/ ATWS
Facility/Milepost ATWS ID Waterbody 1D Location Justification for Modification to FERC Procedures
AP-1 Mainline

9.6 ATWS-AP-1-9.628414 wleb201e Within or To support the bore of Wymer Road. Modification
adjacent to needed due to proximity of driveway to crossing

wetland location.

158.7 ATWS-AP-1-158.711407 snea020 Within or To support the HDD of the BRP. Maodification is
adjacentto  needed due to limited workspace adjacent to the
waterbody road.

176.2 ATWS-AP-1-176.187129 snee200 Within or To support the bore of Laurel Road. Modification
adjacent to needed due to limited space between the stream
waterbody and road.

176.2 ATWS-AP-1-176.188037 snee200 Within or To support the bore of Laurel Road. Modification
adjacent to needed due to limited space between the stream
waterbody and road.

184.8 ATWS-AP-1-184.798701 wbuc109f Within or To support the HDD of the James River.
adjacent to Modification needed to stage materials and

wetland equipment used for the HDD.
AP-2 Mainline
82.4 ATWS-AP-2-82.439087 wjoe001f 28 feet from  To support the HDD of Little River. Modification
wetland needed to stage materials and equipment used for
the HDD.

154.3 ATWS-AP-2-154.334142 wcmo022f Within or To support the HDD of the Cape Fear River.

adjacent to Modification needed to stage materials and
wetland equipment used for the HDD.
AP-3 Lateral

9.9 ATWS-AP-3-9.892791 wnro003f Within or To support the bore of Hwy 186. Modification
adjacentto  needed due to extensive wetlands on both sides

wetland of the road.

9.9 ATWS-AP-3-9.9 wnro003f Within or To support the bore of Hwy 186. Modification
adjacentto  needed due to extensive wetlands on both sides

wetland of the road.

9.9 ATWS-AP-3-9.922706 wnro002f Within or To support the bore of railroad track and Hwy 186.
adjacent to Modification needed due to extensive wetlands on

wetland both sides of the road/railroad.

9.9 ATWS-AP-3-9.929936 wnro002f Within or To support the bore of railroad track and Hwy 186.
adjacent to Modification needed due to extensive wetlands on

wetland both sides of the road/railroad.

78.5 ATWS-AP-3-78.520063 wchoOlle Within or To support the HDD of Route 17. Modification
adjacentto  needed due to houses on the south side of the

wetland workspace.
TL-635 Loopline
0.2 TL-635 ATWS-0.21 shag002 Within or To support construction across steep topography.

10.6

10.6

10.6

adjacent to Modification needed due to limited workspace on
waterbody the eastern side of the pipeline and the location of
an existing driveway.

TL-635 ATWS-10.564 sdog025 27 feet from  To support the bore of Hwy 50. Modification
waterbody needed due to limited workspace adjacent to the
highway.
TL-635 ATWS-10.566 sdog025 19 feet from  To support the bore of Hwy 50. Modification
waterbody needed due to limited workspace adjacent to the
highway.
TL-635 ATWS-10.566 wdog009e 19 feet from  To support the bore of Hwy 50. Modification
waterbody needed due to limited workspace adjacent to the
highway.
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TABLE 2.3.1-2 (cont'd)

Additional Temporary Workspace Within 50 Feet of a Wetland or Waterbody

Wetland/ ATWS
Facility/Milepost ATWS ID Waterbody 1D Location Justification for Modification to FERC Procedures
10.6 TL-635 ATWS-10.617 sdog026 41 feetfrom  To support the bore of Hwy 50. Modification
waterbody needed due to limited workspace adjacent to the
highway.
18.6 TL-635 ATWS-18.638 sdog031 Within or To support the bore of Hwy 23. Modification

adjacent to needed due to limited workspace/steep
waterbody topography on the northern side of the road.

TABLE 2.3.1-3

Construction Workspaces Greater Than 75 Feet in a Wetland

Width in
Facility/Milepost Wetland ID Wetland (feet) Justification for Modification to FERC Procedures
AP-1 Mainline
184.8 wbuc109f 90 To support the HDD of the James River. Modification needed to stage
materials and equipment used for the HDD.
AP-3 Lateral
32.5 wsol027f 170 To support the HDD of the Nottoway River. Modification needed to stage

materials and equipment used for the HDD.

2.3.1.2 General Forest Service Mitigation

The FS has a responsibility to manage the public lands for multiple uses and sustained yield. The
effective use of mitigation allows the FS to support a wide variety of resources and land uses across the
landscape. According to the FS, mitigation of the impacts from land uses ensures that the varied
resources of the public’s land continue to provide values, services, and functions for present and future
generations.

Mitigation may include measures to avoid, reduce, repair, and compensate for unavoidable
impacts on all NFS resource values, including but not limited to: biological, ecological, cultural,
recreational, wilderness, roadless, socioeconomic, and aesthetic values. Mitigation practices for ACP
would be developed and implemented to offset direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Mitigation may
use the best science to implement landscape-scale mitigation planning, banking, in-lieu fee arrangements
and other practical measures, both on-site and off-site. The FS is committed to maintaining a sustainable
resource base. Additional analysis would be needed should any additional mitigation be proposed or
required on NFS lands.

The FS would strive through mitigation to address adverse impacts of the proposed action on
natural resources and their functions within the MNF and GWNF. This may include applying measures
deemed necessary to replace or compensate for residual adverse impacts on key Forest resources. The
extent to which any of the mitigation elements are used would depend on what is effective and practicable
in addressing the impacts of ACP.

The SUP would incorporate mitigation measures through stipulations, terms and conditions, and
other conditions of approval, as requirements of the authorization. The decision document may expressly
condition approval on the project sponsor’s commitment to implement all mitigation measures as
described in the decision document. To guarantee implementation of the mitigation obligations, financial
assurances may be required.
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Atlantic has prepared a series of construction plans that would be implemented on NFS lands,
which are collectively referred to as the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan (COM Plan),
and would be attached to and made a part of any SUP that may be issued. Atlantic has worked with the
FS on developing the COM Plan since August 24, 2016; the latest version is included as appendix G. The
construction, operation, and mitigation measures that are outlined in the COM Plan are described
throughout this EIS, and are most notably described in section 4.8.9.1. Review of the COM Plan by the
FS is ongoing; therefore, mitigation measures included the COM Plan described in this EIS could likely
be modified if the FS determines additional mitigation is necessary. Atlantic and the FS are engaged in
ongoing communications to develop measures to avoid and minimize impacts on NFS lands, and these
communications will likely continue as the project proposal continues to be refined. Any revisions or
modifications to the COM Plan that are not described in this EIS would be included as requirements in
the SUP.

2.3.2 General Pipeline Construction Procedures

Constructing ACP and SHP pipelines and associated facilities would generally be completed
using sequential pipeline construction techniques, which include survey and staking; clearing and
grading; trenching; pipe stringing, bending, and welding; lowering-in and backfilling; hydrostatic testing;
commissioning; and cleanup and restoration (figure 2.3.2-1). These construction techniques would
generally proceed in an assembly line fashion, and construction crews would move down the construction
right-of-way as work progresses. Construction at any single point along the pipelines, from surveying
and staking to cleanup and restoration, could last from about 6 to 12 weeks or longer depending upon the
rate of progress, weather, terrain, and other factors.

Specialized construction methods, such as two-tone cut and fill methods used on steep side slopes,
HDD and direct pipe methods used to cross under sensitive resources, residential-specific methods, and
procedures for crossing of waterbodies and wetlands would also be employed. These specialized
construction methods are described in section 2.3.3.

The subsections that follow describe typical construction procedures. Additional measures that
would apply on NFS lands are included in the COM Plan (see section 2.3.1.2 and appendix G).

2.3.2.1 Survey and Staking

After Atlantic and DETI complete land or easement acquisition and before the start of
construction, civil survey crews would stake the limits of the construction right-of-way, the centerline of
the proposed trench, ATWS, and other approved work areas. Property owners would be notified prior to
surveying and staking activities. Atlantic and DETI would mark approved access roads using temporary
signs or flagging and the limits of approved disturbance on any access roads requiring widening. Atlantic
and DETI would mark other environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., waterbodies, cultural resources, and
sensitive species) where appropriate. Property markers and old survey monuments would be referenced
and marked, and replaced during restoration. Typically land surveying is done using all-terrain vehicles
(ATV) and pick-up trucks.
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2.3.2.2 Clearing and Grading

Prior to beginning ground-disturbing activities, Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction contractors
would contact the One-Call system for each state/commonwealth to locate, identify, and flag existing
underground utilities to prevent accidental damage during pipeline construction. Once this process is
complete, the clearing crew would mobilize to the construction areas. Fences along the rights-of-way
would be cut and braced, and temporary gates and fences would be installed to contain livestock, if
present. Clearing and grading would remove trees, shrubs, brush, roots, and large rocks from the
construction work area and would level the right-of-way surface to allow operation of construction
equipment. Vegetation would generally be cut or scraped flush with the surface of the ground, leaving
rootstock in place where possible. Cleared vegetation and stumps would either be burned, chipped
(except in wetlands), or hauled offsite to a commercial disposal facility. Timber, brush, and other
materials cleared from the construction corridor would be placed alongside the construction right-of-way
for beneficial reuse, stabilization, or habitat restoration per landowner approval; open burned or chipped/
mulched within the construction right-of-way; or hauled offsite to an appropriate disposal location as
outlined in the Timber Removal Plan (see table 2.3.1-1). Any open burning would be conducted in
accordance with applicable state/commonwealth and local regulations, project plans, and the Fire
Prevention and Suppression Plan (Fire Plan) (see table 2.3.1-1).

Grading would be conducted where necessary to provide a reasonably level work surface. More
extensive grading would be required in uneven terrain and where the right-of-way traverses steep slopes
and side slopes. Atlantic and DETI have indicated that they would separate topsoil from subsoil as
outlined in the FERC Plan and Procedures. Typically, on non-NFS lands topsoil would be segregated
from subsoil in non-saturated wetlands, cultivated or rotated croplands, managed pastures, hayfields,
residential areas, and in other areas requested by the landowner or land managing agency unless Atlantic
or DETI are instructed by a landowner or land managing agency not to do so or Atlantic or DETI import
topsoil in accordance with the FERC Plan. In soils with less than 12 inches of topsoil, the entire topsoil
layer would be segregated. On NFS lands, the FS has indicated it would require segregation of all topsoil,
regardless of depth or land use. During backfilling, subsoil would be returned to the trench first. Topsoil
would follow such that spoil would be returned to its original horizon. On NFS lands, the FS has
indicated that topsoil with invasive species present would be isolated and/or treated as per the COM Plan
to prevent the spread of invasive species to new areas during construction, and to prevent re-establishment
after construction. If the ground is relatively flat and does not require topsoil segregation or grading, the
existing vegetation mat would be peeled and removed similar to topsoil and stockpiled along the right-of-
way for use in restoration.

Temporary erosion controls would be installed along the construction right-of-way immediately
after initial disturbance of the soil and would be maintained throughout construction. Temporary erosion
control measures would remain in place until permanent erosion controls are installed or restoration is
completed. Atlantic and DETI have committed to employing Environmental Inspectors (EI) during
construction to help determine the need for erosion controls and ensure that they are properly installed
and maintained. Additional discussion of El responsibilities is provided in section 2.5.2.

2.3.2.3 Trenching

Soil and bedrock would be removed to create a trench into which the pipeline would be placed.
A rotary trenching machine, track-mounted excavator, or similar equipment would be used to dig the
pipeline trench. When rock is encountered, tractor-mounted mechanical rippers, hydraulic hoe rams, or
rock trenchers would be used to fracture the rock prior to excavation. If rock cannot be removed by any
of these techniques, blasting may be required to fracture the rock prior to its removal (see section 2.3.2.4).
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The trench would be excavated to a depth that would provide sufficient cover over the pipeline in
accordance with DOT standards in 49 CFR 192.327 (see section 4.12.1 for detailed depth of cover
requirements). Typically, the trench would be deep enough (about 8 feet deep for the 42- and 36-inch-
diameter ACP mainlines, about 7 feet for the 30-inch-diameter SHP looplines, and 6 feet deep for the 20-
and 16-inch-diameter ACP laterals) to provide a minimum of 3 feet of cover over the top of the pipe after
backfilling. Excavations could be deeper in certain locations, such as at road, stream, and ridgetop
crossings. Less cover would be provided in rocky areas. Additional cover (above DOT standards) could
also be negotiated at a landowner’s request to accommodate specific land use practices. Additional depth
of cover generally requires a wider construction right-of-way (resulting in greater temporary disturbance)
to store the additional trench spoil. Spoil material excavated from the trench would be temporarily piled
to one side of the right-of-way, adjacent to the trench. Subsoil would not be allowed to mix with the
previously stockpiled topsoil.

Dewatering of the pipeline trench may be required in areas with a high water table or after a
heavy rain. All trench water would be discharged into well-vegetated upland areas or properly
constructed dewatering structures to allow the water to infiltrate back into the ground. If trench
dewatering is necessary in or near a waterbody, the removed trench water would be discharged into an
energy dissipation/sediment filtration device, such as a geotextile filter bag or straw bale structure located
away from the water’s edge to prevent heavily silt-laden water from flowing into nearby waterbodies in
accordance with the FERC Procedures, construction plans, and all applicable permits. Any contaminated
soil or groundwater encountered during grading or excavations would be managed in accordance with the
Contaminated Media Plan (see table 2.3.1-1).

2.3.24 Rock Removal and Blasting

Blasting would be required in areas where mechanical equipment cannot break up or loosen the
bedrock (see section 2.3.2.3). Atlantic and DETI would implement the project-specific Blasting Plan that
was developed in accordance with industry accepted standards, applicable regulations, and permit
requirements (see table 2.3.1-1). For each area determined to require blasting within 500 feet of an
identified water well or within 150 feet of any aboveground and underground structures including
pipelines, domestic structures, oil and gas wells, electrical transmission tower footings, environmentally
sensitive areas such as streams and wildlife areas, and other utilities, a site-specific blast plan prepared by
the construction contractor would be submitted to Atlantic for approval.

Typical blasting applications include mass rock blasting, typical for grading large areas at
construction sites or when building roadways; production blasting (open pit) used in quarry and strip
mining; and trench blasting, typical in construction of pipelines and other below-ground utilities. Atlantic
and DETI would be conducting trench blasting to break rock that is encountered before the required
trench depth is achieved. Trench blasting is more confined than a normal open pit blast and results in
lower explosives consumption per cubic feet of blasted rock. The diameter of trench blast holes is
normally smaller, which provides better distribution of the explosive in the rock, avoids excessive
overbreak outside the width of the trench, and helps avoid high peak overpressure (noise) and high peak
particle velocity (vibration) readings. Trench blasting is controlled with a “precision blast design” by a
certified blasting professional. Blasting would produce a one-time vibration and peak overpressure that is
very short in duration. By comparison, the mechanical rock removal techniques described in section
2.3.2.3, which break up the rock prior to excavation, produce a vibration with a consistent frequency for
long periods of time (days to weeks, depending on site conditions); as such, mechanical rock removal
techniques would potentially result in increased impacts from vibrations and frequencies for longer
periods of time. Trench blasting produces a higher vibration for a very short period of time (milli-
seconds), and frequency can be adjusted through timing of the blast. As such, trench blasting is
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considered to have lesser impact on the environment than mass rock and production blasting because of
the shorter duration and ability to adjust frequencies for each blast.

Atlantic and DETI would adhere to strict safety precautions during blasting and would exercise
care to prevent damage to nearby structures, utilities, wells, springs, and other important resources.
Blasting would only be conducted during daylight hours. The blasting contractor would provide
landowners and tenants at least 48 hours advance notice to protect property or livestock. Blasting mats or
padding would be used where necessary to prevent fly rock from scattering. All blasting activities would
be performed in compliance with federal, state/lcommonwealth, and local codes, ordinances, and permits;
manufacturers’ prescribed safety procedures; and industry practices. Impacts of blasting on various
resources and details about the measures to mitigate the impacts of blasting on these resources are
discussed in sections 4.1.2,4.3.1.7,4.3.2.6,4.5, 4.6.4, and 4.7.

2.3.2.5 Pipe Stringing, Bending, Welding, and Coating

Once the trench is excavated, the next process in conventional pipeline construction is stringing
the pipe along the trench. Stringing involves initially hauling the pipe by tractor-trailer, generally in 40-
foot lengths (referred to as “joints”), from contractor yards to the construction right-of-way. The pipe
would be off-loaded from trucks and placed next to the trench using a sideboom tractor. The pipe would
be delivered to the job site with a protective coating of fusion-bonded epoxy or other approved coating
that would inhibit corrosion by preventing moisture from coming into direct contact with the steel.
Typically, several pipe joints are lined up end-to-end or “strung” to allow for welding into continuous
lengths known as strings. Individual joints would be placed on temporary supports or wooden skids and
staggered to allow room for work on the exposed ends.

The pipe would be delivered to the contractor yards and work areas in straight sections. Some
bending of the pipe would be required to enable the pipeline to follow the natural grade of the trench and
direction changes of the right-of-way. Selected joints would be bent by track-mounted hydraulic bending
machines as necessary prior to line-up and welding. Manufacturer supplied induction bends and pre-
fabricated elbow fittings may be used in certain circumstances as needed. Following stringing and
bending, the individual joints of pipe would be aligned and welded together. All welding would be
performed according to applicable American National Standards Institute, American Society of
Mechanical Engineers, and American Petroleum Institute standards, as well as Atlantic and DETI
specifications. Only welders qualified to meet the standards of these organizations would be used during
construction. Every completed weld would be examined by a welding inspector to determine its quality
using radiographic or other approved methods as outlined in 49 CFR 192. Radiographic examination is a
nondestructive method of inspecting the inner structure of welds and determining the presence of defects.
Welds that do not meet the regulatory standards and Atlantic’s and DETI’s established specifications
would be repaired or removed.

Once the welds are made, a coating crew would coat the area around the weld with additional
epoxy or other coating before the pipeline is lowered into the trench. Prior to application, the coating
crew would thoroughly clean the bare pipe with a power wire brush or sandblast machine to remove dirt,
mill scale, and other debris. The crew would then apply the coating and allow it to dry. On NFS lands,
the FS would require that all coating be pre-applied to pipes prior to being brought onto NFS lands.
Where welds need to be made, the FS stated epoxy coating may be applied by hand on-site in the trench;
however, no epoxy application would be permitted to be sprayed or splattered into the surrounding
environment. Further, the FS would require any mixing of materials to take place in a specialized area
where any spill or potential contamination could be contained, thus avoiding contact with the soil.
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The pipeline would be inspected electronically (also referred to as “jeeped” because of the sound
of the alarm on the testing equipment) for faults or voids in the coating and would be visually inspected
for scratches and other defects. Atlantic and DETI would repair any damage to the coating before the
pipeline is lowered into the trench.

Special tie-in crews would be used at some locations, such as at waterbody and road crossings, at
changes in topography, and at other selected locations as needed. A tie-in is typically a relatively small
segment of pipeline specifically used to cross certain features as needed. Once the pipeline segment is
installed across the feature, the segment is then welded to the rest of the pipeline.

2.3.2.6 Lowering-In and Backfilling

Before the pipeline is lowered-in, the trench would be inspected to ensure that it is free of rocks
and other debris that could damage the pipe or protective coating. Typically, any water that is present in
the trench would be removed and pumped to a vegetated upland through an approved filter. The pipeline
would then be lowered into the trench by a series of side-boom tractors (tracked vehicles with hoists on
one side and counterweights on the other), which would carefully lift the pipeline and place it on the
bottom of the trench. After the pipe is lowered into the trench, final tie-in welds would be made and
inspected.

In rocky areas or where the trench contains bedrock, padding material such as sand, approved
foam (except on NFS lands), or other protective materials would be placed in the bottom of the trench to
protect the pipeline. A padding machine may be used to ensure that rocks mixed with subsoil do not
damage the pipe. The padding would consist of subsoil free from rocks and would surround the pipe
along the bottom, both sides, and at the top. Topsoil would not be used as padding material. Where
sufficient padding material is not available on site, or when the native material that was excavated from
the trench is rocky or otherwise not suitable for backfill material, the acquisition of backfill from other
sources may be necessary. The FS has indicated that all off-site sources for backfill to be used on NFS
lands must be free from contaminants and invasive species and must be pre-approved by FS personnel.

Trench breakers (stacked sand bags or polyurethane foam) would then be installed in the trench
on slopes at specified intervals to prevent subsurface water movement along the pipeline. The trench
would then be backfilled using the excavated material. All suitable material excavated during trenching
would be re-deposited into the trench using bladed equipment or backhoes. If rock is excavated from the
trench and subsequently used as backfill, it would not be allowed to extend above the soil horizon where
it naturally is found. A crown of soil about the width of the trench and up to 1 foot high may be left over
the trench to compensate for settling. Appropriately spaced breaks may be left in the crown to prevent
interference with stormwater runoff. The topsoil is then spread across the graded construction right-of-
way when applicable. The soil would be inspected for compaction and scarified, as necessary.

2.3.2.7 Internal Pipe Cleaning and Hydrostatic Testing

After burial, the inside of the pipeline would be cleaned to remove any dirt, water, or debris
inadvertently collected in the pipe during installation. A manifold would be installed on one end of the
pipeline section and a cleaning pig (typically a large soft plug used to swab the inside of the pipeline)
would be propelled by compressed air through the pipeline.

After cleaning, the pipeline would be hydrostatically tested to ensure that the system is capable of
withstanding the operating pressure for which it was designed. Hydrostatic testing involves filling the
pipeline with water and pressurizing the water in the pipeline for several hours to confirm the pipeline’s
integrity. The testing would be done in segments according to Atlantic’s and DETI’s requirements and
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the DOT’s specifications in 49 CFR 192. Any leaks would be repaired and the section of pipe retested
until the required specifications were met. At the completion of the hydrostatic test, the pressure is
removed from the test section and the water is released from the test section. Test water discharges would
be completed according to the FERC Procedures, Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration
plans, and other permit requirements. No hydrostatic test water would be discharged on NFS lands or on
adjacent lands where discharges could move downslope to NFS lands.

Water for hydrostatic testing would be obtained from surface waterbodies (except within the
MNF or GWNF) and municipal water sources. Water appropriated from surface waters would be
temporarily stored in cylindrical water impoundment structures.®> These steel structure would be installed
above ground, bolted together, and lined with an impermeable geotextile membrane that is clamped in
place. Hydrostatic test water would contact only new pipe and no chemicals would be added to the water.
Section 4.3.2.7 provides additional information on hydrostatic testing and the location of water
impoundment structures.

2.3.2.8 Commissioning

Commissioning involves verifying that equipment has been properly installed and is working,
verifying that controls and communications systems are functioning, and confirming that the pipeline is
ready for service. In the final step, the pipeline would be prepared for service by purging the pipeline of
air and loading it with natural gas. Atlantic and DETI would not be authorized to place the pipeline
facilities into service until written permission is received from the Director of the FERC’s Office of
Energy Projects (OEP).

2.3.2.9 Cleanup and Restoration

Within 20 days of backfilling the trench (10 days in residential areas), all work areas would be
graded and restored to preconstruction contours and natural drainage patterns as closely as possible.
Permanent slope breakers or diversion berms would be constructed and maintained in accordance with
Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration plans. Fences, sidewalks, driveways, stone walls, and
other structures would be restored or repaired as necessary. If seasonal or other weather conditions
prevent compliance with these timeframes, temporary erosion controls would be maintained until
conditions allow completion of final cleanup.

On non-NFS lands, topsoil and subsoil would be tested for compaction at regular intervals in
agricultural areas disturbed by construction activities, and severely compacted agricultural areas would be
plowed. The FS would require decompaction of all areas crossed by the portion of ACP on NFS lands.
Cut and scraped vegetation in the storage area would be spread back across the right-of-way. Some large
shrubs and trees cut during clearing may be spread back across the right-of-way to impede vehicular
traffic and other unauthorized access or hauled away for disposal in accordance with applicable laws.
Surplus construction material and debris would be removed from the right-of-way unless the landowner
or land-managing agency approves otherwise. Excess rock/stone would be removed from at least the top
12 inches of soils in agricultural and residential areas and, at the landowner’s request, in other areas.
Atlantic and DETI would remove excess rock/stone such that the size, density, and distribution of rock on
the construction right-of-way would be similar to adjacent non-right-of-way areas. Landowners are also

> Photographs and specifications of water impoundment structures can be found under FERC Accession No.
20160701-5255 at the following website location (under the Files, select the PDF files titled “PUBLIC_6.13
DR_Question 15 Attachment 1.pdf): http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20160701-5255
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at liberty to negotiate certain specific construction requirements and restoration measures directly with
Atlantic or DETI.

Restoration activities would be completed in accordance with landowner agreements, permit
requirements, and written recommendations on seeding mixes, rates, and dates obtained from the local
conservation authority or other duly authorized agency and in accordance with Atlantic’s and DETI’s
construction and restoration plans. The right-of-way would be seeded within 6 working days following
final grading, weather and soil conditions permitting. Alternative seed mixes specifically requested by
the landowner or required by agencies may be used. Any soil disturbance that occurs outside the
permanent seeding season or any bare soil left unstabilized by vegetation would be mulched to minimize
erosion, in accordance with Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration plans. Additional
discussions of restoration activities are provided in sections 4.2, 4.4, and 4.8.

Markers showing the location of the pipeline would be installed along the pipeline rights-of-way
according to Atlantic and DETI specifications as well as at fence, road, and railroad crossings to identify
the owner of the pipeline and convey emergency information in accordance with applicable governmental
regulations, including DOT safety requirements. Special markers providing information and guidance for
aerial patrol pilots would also be installed.

Any property damaged during construction would be restored to its original or better condition in
accordance with individual landowner agreements. Access road improvements would be removed after
construction, and affected roads would be restored to their preconstruction condition unless the landowner
or land-managing agency requests that the improvements be left in place.

Following construction, Atlantic and DETI, as well as FERC staff, would conduct follow-up
inspections to monitor the restoration and revegetation of all areas disturbed during construction (see
section 2.5.6).

2.3.3  Special Pipeline Construction Procedures

Special construction techniques are required when a pipeline is installed across waterbodies,
wetlands, roads, foreign utilities, steep slopes, residences, agricultural lands, and other sensitive
environmental resources such as the ANST. In general, ATWS adjacent to the construction right-of-way
would be used at most of these areas for staging construction, stockpiling spoil, storing materials,
maneuvering equipment, and fabricating pipe. General procedures are described below; more specific
procedures are further discussed in section 4, as applicable. Additional measures that would apply on
NFS lands are included in the COM Plan (see appendix G).

2.3.3.1 Waterbody Crossings

Waterbody crossings would be completed in accordance with the measures described in the
FERC Procedures, Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction plans, and in accordance with federal, state/
commonwealth, and local permits as summarized below. The waterbodies that would be crossed by each
project and the proposed crossing method for each waterbody crossings are listed in in appendix K and
discussed in section 4.3.2.

ATWS necessary for waterbody crossings would be located a minimum of 50 feet from the
waterbody edge, except where adjacent upland consists of actively cultivated or rotated cropland or other
disturbed land. The 50-foot setback would be maintained unless site-specific approval for a reduced
setback is granted by the FERC and other jurisdictional agencies. Additional ATWS setbacks may be
required on FS administered lands to comply with riparian setback standards, and would become
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conditioned as part of the SUP process (see section 4.3.2.8). As stated above in section 2.3.1.1, we have
determined that Atlantic’s and DETI’s request to locate certain ATWS within 50 feet of waterbodies is
acceptable. However, our review of waterbody crossings (appendix K), and Atlantic’s and DETI’s
proposed workspaces indicate there are additional modifications to our Procedures that are not listed and
justified in table 2.3.1-2. Therefore, we have recommended that Atlantic and DETI should design all
workspaces not identified in table 2.3.1-2 to comply with the FERC’s Procedures. Any additional
modifications to the FERC Procedures must be requested and justified in Atlantic’s and DETI’s
Implementation Plans.

To prevent sedimentation caused by equipment traffic crossing through waterbodies, Atlantic and
DETI would install and maintain temporary equipment bridges during construction. Bridges may include
clean rock fill over culverts, timber mats supported by flumes, railcar flatbeds, flexi-float apparatuses, or
other types of spans. Each bridge would be designed to accommodate normal to high streamflow (storm
events) and would be maintained to prevent soil from entering the waterbody and to prevent restriction of
flow during the period the bridge is in use. Sediment barriers would be installed immediately after initial
disturbance of the waterbody or adjacent upland. Sediment barriers would be properly maintained
throughout construction and reinstalled as necessary until replaced by permanent erosion controls or
restoration of adjacent upland areas is complete and revegetation has stabilized the disturbed areas.

The pipeline would be installed using one of the waterbody crossing methods described below.
Trench spoil would be placed on the banks above the high water mark for use during backfilling. In most
cases, Atlantic and DETI would place at least 4 feet of cover over the pipeline at waterbody crossings;
except in consolidated rock, where there would be a minimum of 2 feet of cover. Additional depth of
cover may be necessary to minimize scour potential. After installation, the trench would be backfilled
with native material excavated from the trench. If present and moved prior to construction, larger rocks
or boulders would be replaced in the stream channel within the construction area following backfill of the
trench. The streambed profile would be restored to pre-existing contours and grade conditions to prevent
scouring. The stream banks would then be restored as near as practicable to pre-existing conditions and
stabilized. Stabilization measures could include seeding, tree planting, installation of erosion control
blankets, or installation of riprap materials, as appropriate. Jute thatching or bonded fiber blankets would
be installed on banks of waterbodies or road crossings to stabilize seeded areas. Temporary erosion
controls would be installed immediately following bank restoration. The waterbody crossing area would
be inspected and maintained until restoration of vegetation is complete.

Wet Open-cut Construction Method

The wet open-cut construction method involves trench excavation, pipeline installation, and
backfilling in a waterbody without controlling or diverting streamflow (i.e., the stream flows through the
work area throughout the construction period). With the wet open-cut method, the trench is excavated
across the stream using trackhoes or draglines working within the waterbody, on equipment bridges, and/
or from the streambanks. Once trench excavation across the entire waterbody is complete, a prefabricated
section of pipe is promptly lowered into the trench. The trench is then backfilled with the previously
excavated material, and the pipe section tied-in to the pipeline. Following pipe installation and
backfilling, the streambanks are then re-established to approximate preconstruction contours and
stabilized. Erosion and sediment control measures are then installed across the right-of-way to reduce
streambank and upland erosion and sediment transport into the waterbody.

Flume Construction Method

The flume method involves diverting the flow of water across the construction work area through
one or more flume pipes placed in the waterbody. The first step in the flume crossing method involves
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placing a sufficient number of adequately sized flume pipes in the waterbody to accommodate the highest
anticipated flow during construction. After placing the flume pipe(s) in the waterbody, sand bags or
equivalent dam diversion structures are placed in the waterbody upstream and downstream of the trench
area. These devices serve to dam the stream and divert the water flow through the flume pipes, thereby
isolating the water flow from the construction area between the dams. Flume pipes are left in place
during pipeline installation until final cleanup of the streambed is complete.

Dam and Pump Construction Method

The dam and pump method is similar to the flume crossing method except that pumps and hoses
are used instead of flumes to move water across the construction work area. The technique involves
damming of the waterbody with sandbags and/or clean gravel with a plastic liner upstream and
downstream of the trench area. Pumps are set up at the upstream dam with the discharge line routed
through the construction area to discharge water immediately downstream of the downstream dam. An
energy dissipation device is typically used to prevent scouring of the streambed at the discharge location.
Water flow is maintained through all but a short reach of the waterbody at the actual crossing. After the
pipe is installed in the trench, the trench is backfilled, the dams removed, and the banks restored and
stabilized.

Cofferdam Method

The cofferdam method involves the installation of a temporary diversion structure from one bank
of the waterbody to the approximate midpoint of the waterbody crossing to isolate that section of the
stream from the rest of the waterbody. Once the temporary diversion structure is installed, water is
pumped from inside the diversion structure to allow excavation of the pipe trench from the bed of the
waterbody. After the pipe is installed in the trench, the trench is backfilled and the temporary diversion
structure is disassembled and then reinstalled from the opposite bank of the crossing and the process is
repeated. The cofferdam method allows waterbodies to be crossed by creating discrete dry sections
around which water flows unimpeded around the temporary diversion structure.

2.3.3.2 Trenchless Methods

Trenchless construction methods are those that install the pipeline beneath a waterbody, wetland,
road, or other sensitive feature by drilling or tunneling under the feature and without the excavation of an
open trench. Each of these trenchless methods is described below.

Conventional Bore Method

Conventional boring consists of creating a tunnel-like shaft for a pipeline to be installed below
roads, waterbodies, wetlands, or other sensitive resources without affecting the surface of the resource.
Bore pits are excavated on both sides of the resource to the depth of the adjacent trench and graded to
match the proposed slope of the pipeline. A boring machine is then used within the bore pit to tunnel
under the resource by using a cutting head mounted on an auger. The auger rotates and advances forward
as the hole is bored. Once the hole is bored, a pre-fabricated section of pipe is pushed through the
borehole. At particularly long crossings, pipe sections may be welded onto the pipe string just before
being pushed through. Due to the depth of the bore pit and proximity to water resources, this method may
require use of sheet pile to maintain the integrity of the pits and use of well point dewatering systems to
avoid flooding of the pits. Borings are usually conducted 24 hours per day and typically require between
2 and 10 days to complete from start to finish.
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Horizontal Directional Drilling Construction Method

An HDD involves drilling a hole under the feature (e.g., waterbody, road) and installing a pre-
fabricated pipe segment through the hole. Table 2.3.3-1 lists the locations where Atlantic proposes to use
the HDD method; the HDD method is not proposed for any portion of SHP.

TABLE 2.3.3-1

Horizontal Directional Drills for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline

Feature County/City, State/Commonwealth Facility/Milepost
Interstate 79 Lewis County, WV AP-114.0
BRP /ANST Augusta and Nelson Counties, VA AP-1157.8
James River (including Mayo Creek) Nelson/Buckingham County line, VA AP-1184.7
Roanoke River Northampton/Halifax County line, NC AP-29.9
Fishing Creek (including Unnamed Tributary (UNT) to Halifax and Nash Counties, NC AP-2 33.9
Fishing Creek)

Swift Creek Nash County, NC AP-2 40.6
Tar River Nash County, NC AP-259.4
Contentnea River Wilson County, NC AP-2 73.6
Little River (including 2 UNT to Little River) Johnston County, NC AP-2 825
Cape Fear River (including 2 UNT to Cape Fear River) Cumberland County, NC AP-2 154.2
Nottoway River Southampton County, VA AP-3 32.6
Blackwater River Southampton County/City of Suffolk line, VA AP-3 38.6
Lake Prince (two arms and UNT to Lake Prince) City of Suffolk, VA AP-361.0
Western Branch Reservoir City of Suffolk, VA AP-362.4
Western Tributary to Nansemond River City of Suffolk, VA AP-3 63.6
Nansemond River City of Suffolk, VA AP-364.4
Route 58 Nansemond County, VA AP-371.0
Interstate 64 City of Chesapeake, VA AP-377.8
Route 17 (including UNT to Deep Creek and ditch) City of Chesapeake, VA AP-3 78.6
South Branch Elizabeth River (part of the Intracoastal City of Chesapeake, VA AP-3 81.8

Waterway; including UNT to South Branch Elizabeth River)

The first step in an HDD is to drill a small diameter pilot hole from one side of the crossing to the
other using a drill rig. As the pilot hole progresses, segments of drill pipe are inserted into the hole to
extend the length of the drill. The drill bit is steered and monitored throughout the process until the
desired pilot hole had been completed. The pilot hole is then enlarged using several passes of
successively larger reaming tools. Once reamed to a sufficient size, a pre-fabricated segment of pipe is
attached to the drill string on the exit side of the hole and pulled back through the drill hole toward the
drill rig. HDD activities would take place on a continuous 24-hour per day/7-day per week schedule.
Depending on the substrate, drilling and pull back can last anywhere from a few days to a few weeks.

The HDD method utilizes a slurry referred to as drilling mud, which is composed of
approximately 65 percent water and 30 bentonite, a naturally occurring clay mineral that can absorb up to
10 times its weight in water (the remaining 5 percent consists of additives such as barium sulfate [barite],
calcium carbonate [chalk], or hematite). Bentonite-based drilling mud is a non-toxic, non-hazardous
material that is also used to construct potable water wells throughout the United States. The drilling mud
is pumped under pressure through the inside of the drill pipe and flows back (returns) to the drill entry
point along the outside of the drill pipe. The purpose of the drilling mud is to lubricate the drill bit and
convey the drill cuttings back to the drill entry point where the mud is reconditioned and re-used in a
closed circulating process. Drilling mud also forms a cake on the rock surface of the borehole, which
helps to keep the drill hole open and maintain circulation of the drilling mud system. Because the drilling
mud is pressurized, it can be lost, resulting in an inadvertent release or “hydrofracture,” if the drill path
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encounters fractures or fissures that offer a path of least resistance or near the drill entry and exit points
where the drill path has the least amount of ground cover.

The potential for an inadvertent release is typically greatest during drilling of the initial pilot hole
and decreases once the pilot hole has been completed. The volume of mud lost would depend on several
factors, including the size of the fault, the permeability of the geologic material, the viscosity of the
drilling mud, and the pressure of the drilling system. A drop in drilling pressure (or loss of returns to the
drilling rig altogether) would indicate that a release may be occurring, and the release may not be evident
from the ground surface if the mud moves laterally. For a release to be evident, there must be a fault or
pathway extending vertically to the surface. The migration of fluids could also occur horizontally, for
instance in folded or fractured formations or in proximity to shallow groundwater such as perched
aquifers/seeps/springs. On non-NFS lands, pits or containment structures can be constructed to contain
drilling mud released to the surface of the ground, and a pump may be used to transfer the drilling mud
from the pit or the structure to a containment vessel. On NFS lands, the FS would only consider closed
loop systems with containment tanks. A release underground is typically more difficult to contain and is
often addressed by thickening the drilling mud, stopping drilling all together, or continuing to drill past
the fault or blockage to re-establish the bore hole as the path of least resistance.

It is possible for HDD operations to fail, primarily due to encountering unexpected geologic
conditions during drilling or if the pipe were to become lodged in the hole during pullback operations.
Potential causes for abandoning a drill hole include the loss of drill bits or pipe down the hole due to a
mechanical break or failure; a prolonged release of drilling mud that cannot be controlled; failure of the
HDD pullback where a section of pipe cannot be retracted and has to be abandoned; or an inability to
correct a severe curvature of the pilot hole drill path. In the event such an occurrence happens with the
proposed projects, reasonable attempts would be made to overcome the obstacles preventing successful
completion of the drill. Such measures could include re-drilling the pilot hole in a slightly different
location or re-conditioning of the pilot hole. Atlantic would be required to seek approval from the
Commission and other applicable agencies prior to abandoning any HDD (or direct pipe) crossing in
favor of another construction method.

Atlantic has prepared a Horizontal Directional Drill Drilling Fluid Monitoring, Operations, and
Contingency Plan (HDD Plan) that describes the drilling techniques and other measures that would be
implemented to minimize and address potential issues associated with HDD crossings, including the
potential for an inadvertent loss of drilling mud (see appendix H). Appendix H also includes Atlantic’s
site-specific plans for each HDD crossing.

We received comments regarding the feasibility of successfully completing the BRP/ANST
HDD,® specifically that:

1. insufficient geotechnical evaluations were completed,
2. workspace designs are incomplete;
3. the risk of HDD failure is significant; and

& A report “A High-Risk Proposal — Drilling Through the Blue Ridge Mountains for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline”
was filed as part of these comments and can be found under FERC Accession No. 20170207-5072 at the
following website location: https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file list.asp?accession_num=20170207-5072.
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4. installation of the pipeline is not feasible due to the suspension height necessary to
maintain a safe bending radius of a 42-inch-diameter pipe.

Atlantic completed geotechnical borings at the entry and exit locations that were about 450 and
600 feet downslope of the exit and entry points, respectively. Atlantic also completed resistivity imaging
and seismic refraction studies at the entry and exit locations to further characterize and confirm geologic
conditions. Due to the depth of the crossing, less than 25 percent of the drill path was within the feasible
limits of a geophysical investigation. However, we have reviewed the geotechnical information filed by
Atlantic and have determined that the borings completed at the specific entry and exit points, combined
with the geophysical studies, adequately characterize subsurface conditions at the drill site. Due to the
crossing depths under the mountain, further geophysical studies are not practical or warranted.
Additionally, we do not believe the presence of fractured and faulted rock identified by the geophysical
studies would render the HDD infeasible or significantly increase the risk of drill failure. To minimize
drill failure, Atlantic would install drill casing through unconsolidated overburden (alluvium) and into
competent bedrock on both ends of the crossing to minimize the risk of the drill hole collapsing around
the pullback section.

We have also reviewed the drill and pullback workspaces and find them adequate, and believe the
drill workspaces account for excavations needed to create a level working area.

Lastly, the commentor indicated that the safe bending radius of a 42-inch-diameter pipeline is
4,200 feet, and accordingly, the pullback section of pipe would require a suspended maximum height of
190 feet and distance of 2,000 feet before it enters the drill hole. We note that the commentor utilized a
10-degree exit angle while Atlantic proposes an 8-degree exit angle, and the topographic information used
to estimate height and distance by the commentor does not correlate to LIDAR and civil survey
information filed by Atlantic. On May 26, 2017, Atlantic filed supplemental information related to the
HDD pullback and bending radius of the pipeline. Atlantic stated that based on the proposed pipeline’s
specified minimum yield strength, a bending radius of 967 feet is feasible, and would significantly reduce
the height and distance requirements of the pipeline as it enters the HDD hole. Based on site
characteristics and design information, we find the HDD feasible. Additionally, the FS, and its
independent 3"-party technical consultant, found that the HDD, as proposed by Atlantic, would be
feasible.

Direct Pipe Method

The direct pipe method is another trenchless construction method that is similar to HDD, but is
also combined with processes related to microtunnelling. A single continuous process allows the
trenchless installation of pre-fabricated pipeline to occur simultaneously with the development of the bore
hole. A direct pipe installation is different from an HDD because a much larger initial cutterhead is used,
eliminating the reaming process. Excavation and hole boring is performed with a navigable
microtunnelling machine and a cutterhead. Temporary flushing pipes located inside the pipeline are used
to transport the drilling fluids to the cutterhead and earthen cuttings to the surface. The pressure used to
advance the boring process and simultaneously install the pipeline is applied directly to the pipeline by a
piece of equipment called a pipe thruster. The force applied on the pipeline pushes the cutting head
forward. The pipeline is carefully monitored during this process to ensure accurate measurement of the
pipe’s location along the intended pathway.

Direct pipe installations may be shorter and shallower than HDD installations because the bore
hole is continuously cased, thereby limiting the risk of hole collapse and the inadvertent release of drilling
fluids. Although the direct pipe method is not currently proposed for the projects, it may be used as a
contingency crossing method should a HDD crossing fail.
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2.3.3.3 Wetland Crossings

Wetland crossings would be completed in accordance with federal and state/commonwealth
permits and follow the measures described in the construction plans. The wetlands that would be crossed
are listed in appendix L and are discussed further in section 4.3.3.

Atlantic and DETI would typically use a 75-foot-wide construction right-of-way through
wetlands unless site-specific approval for an increased right-of-way width is granted by the FERC and
other jurisdictional agencies. ATWS may be required on both sides of wetlands to stage construction
equipment, fabricate the pipeline, and store materials. On non-NFS lands, ATWS for wetland crossings
would be in upland areas a minimum of 50 feet from the wetland edge unless site-specific approval for a
reduced setback is granted by the FERC and other jurisdictional agencies. As stated in section 2.3.1.1, we
have determined that Atlantic’s and DETI’s request to locate certain ATWS within 50 feet of wetlands
and the request for expanded workspace within certain wetlands is acceptable. However, our review of
wetland crossings (appendix L), and Atlantic’s and DETI’s proposed workspaces indicate there are
additional modifications to our Procedures that are not listed and justified in table 2.3.1-2. Therefore, we
have recommended that Atlantic and DETI should design all workspaces not identified in table 2.3.1-2 to
comply with the FERC’s Procedures. Any additional modifications to the FERC Procedures must be
requested and justified in Atlantic’s and DETI’s Implementation Plans.

Clearing of vegetation in wetlands would be limited to trees and shrubs, which would be cut flush
with the surface of the ground and removed from the wetland. Stump removal, grading, topsoil
segregation, and excavation would be limited to the area immediately over the trenchline to avoid
excessive disruption of wetland soils and the native seed and rootstock within the wetland. A limited
amount of stump removal and grading may be conducted in other areas to ensure a safe working
environment.

During clearing, sediment barriers, such as silt fence and staked straw bales, would be installed
and maintained adjacent to wetlands and within temporary extra workspaces as necessary to minimize the
potential for sediment runoff. Sediment barriers would be installed across the full width of the
construction right-of-way at the base of slopes adjacent to wetland boundaries. Silt fence or straw bales
installed across the working side of the right-of-way would be removed during the day when vehicle
traffic is present and would be replaced each night. Sediment barriers would also be installed within
wetlands along the edge of the right-of-way, where necessary, to minimize the potential for sediment to
run off the construction right-of-way and into wetland areas outside the construction work area. If trench
dewatering is necessary in wetlands, the trench water would be discharged in stable, vegetated, upland
areas and/or filtered through a filter bag or siltation barrier. No heavily silt-laden water would be allowed
to flow into a wetland.

Construction equipment working in wetlands would be limited to that which is essential for right-
of-way clearing, excavating the trench, fabricating and installing the pipeline, backfilling the trench, and
restoring the right-of-way. The method of pipeline construction used in wetlands would depend largely
on the stability of the soils at the time of construction. In areas of saturated soils or standing water, low-
ground-weight construction equipment and/or timber riprap, prefabricated equipment mats, or terra mats
would be used to reduce rutting and the mixing of topsoil and subsoil. In unsaturated wetlands on non-
NFS lands, the top 12 inches of topsoil from the trenchline would be stripped and stored separately from
the subsoil. Topsoil segregation generally would not be possible in saturated soils. However, as
previously discussed, the FS would require segregation of all topsoil in all areas, regardless of depth or
land use.
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Where wetland soils are saturated and/or inundated, the pipeline may be installed using the push-
pull technique. The push-pull technique involves stringing and welding the pipeline outside of the
wetland and excavating the trench through the wetland using a backhoe supported by equipment mats.
The water that seeps into the trench is used as the vehicle to “float” the pipeline into place together with a
winch and flotation devices attached to the pipe. After the pipeline is floated into place, the floats are
then removed, allowing the pipeline to sink into place. Pipe installed in saturated wetlands is typically
coated with concrete or equipped with set-on weights to provide negative buoyancy. After the pipeline
sinks to the bottom of the trench, a trackhoe working on equipment mats backfills the trench and
completes cleanup. For the proposed projects, trenchless construction techniques, such as conventional
bore or HDD, would also be used to cross certain wetlands.

Prior to backfilling, trench breakers would be installed where necessary to prevent the subsurface
drainage of water from wetlands. Where topsoil has been segregated from subsoil, the subsoil would be
backfilled first followed by the topsoil. Equipment mats, terra mats, and timber riprap would be removed
from wetlands following backfilling.

Where wetlands are located at the base of slopes, permanent interceptor dikes and trench plugs
would be installed in upland areas adjacent to the wetland boundary. Temporary sediment barriers would
be installed where necessary until revegetation of adjacent upland areas is successful. Once revegetation
is successful, sediment barriers would be removed from the right-of-way and disposed of properly.

2.3.3.4 Karst Sensitive Areas

ACP would cross areas of karst geology in West Virginia and Virginia. Atlantic has developed a
Karst Terrain Assessment, Construction, Monitoring, and Mitigation Plan (Karst Mitigation Plan) that
details the project-specific construction, restoration, and mitigation methods that would be implemented
to address karst features encountered during construction (see appendix I). A description of karst features
that may be crossed by ACP along with our analysis of potential karst impacts is provided in section
4.1.2.3.

2.3.3.5 Steep Slopes

Segments of the AP-1 mainline route extend across steep, mountainous terrain in West Virginia
and Virginia along and near the Allegheny, Shenandoah, and Blue Ridge Mountain ranges. In these areas,
Atlantic would install and maintain specific temporary and permanent controls to minimize erosion and
sedimentation, which can increase due to clearing, grading, and trenching on steep slopes. During
construction, temporary slope and trench breakers consisting of compacted earth, sandbags, or other
materials would be installed to reduce runoff velocity and divert water off the construction right-of-way.
Temporary trench plugs consisting of compacted earth or similar low-permeability material would be
installed at the entry and exit points of wetlands and waterbodies to minimize channeling along the ditch
and to maintain subsurface hydrology patterns. Additional types of temporary erosion control such as
super silt fence, erosion control matting, and hydro-mulching may be used. Upon installation of the
pipeline, permanent trench breakers and plugs consisting of sandbags, gravel, foam, cement, or cement-
filled sacks would be installed over and around the pipeline, and permanent slope breakers generally
consisting of compacted earth and rock would be installed across the right-of-way during restoration.
Surface contours and topsoil would be returned to preconstruction conditions, and revegetation of the
right-of-way would commence. Atlantic would monitor the right-of-way during operation and take
measures as necessary to ensure the effectiveness of erosion control and revegetation.

In the steepest areas, Atlantic would employ a technique called “winching” that involves placing
heavy equipment at the top of the slope to serve as an anchor point and then connecting one or more
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additional pieces of equipment together with a cable. This method provides stability and safety to the
equipment operators as work proceeds up and down the steep slope. Atlantic may also implement the
two-tone construction method in areas of steep side slopes. During grading, the upslope side of the right-
of-way would be cut and the material placed on the downslope side to create a safe, level work area. This
method could require additional ATWS to accommodate the downslope spoil. After installation of the
pipeline, the spoil would be returned to the upslope cut and the overall grade would be restored. Any
springs or seeps found in the upslope cut would be carried downslope through polyvinyl chloride pipe
and/or gravel French drains during restoration. Additional steep slope restoration and mitigation
measures are described in section 4.1.4.2.

Atlantic and the FS currently are coordinating on site-specific designs for steep slope areas to
further mitigate risks of slope failure, erosion, and sedimentation in these areas. Final construction and
restoration procedures would be included in the COM Plan and/or authorization by the FS.

2.3.3.6 Residential Construction

Construction through or near residential areas would be done in a manner that ensures adverse
impacts are minimized and cleanup is prompt and thorough. Access to homes would be maintained,
except for the brief periods that are needed to lay the new pipeline.

Atlantic and DETI would implement measures to minimize construction-related impacts on all
residences and other structures located within 50 feet of the construction right-of-way, including: 1)
install safety fence at the edge of the construction right-of-way for a distance of 100 feet on either side of
the residence or business establishment; 2) attempt to leave mature trees and landscaping intact within the
construction work area unless the trees and landscaping interfere with the installation techniques or
present unsafe working conditions; 3) backfill the trench as soon as possible after the pipe is laid or
temporarily place steel plates over the trench; 4) complete final cleanup, grading, and installation of
permanent erosion control devices within 10 days after backfilling the trench, weather permitting; and 5)
restore private property such as fences, gates, driveways, and roads disturbed by pipeline construction to
original or better condition upon completion of construction activities.

Atlantic and DETI have generated site-specific Residential Construction Plans (RCPs) for
properties that have active structures within 50 feet of the construction workspace (see appendix J). The
RCPs are used to inform landowners of precise location of project workspaces, identify measures to
minimize disruption during construction, and to maintain access to the residences. The RCPs are
described further in section 4.8.3. Affected landowners are encouraged to review the RCPs and provide
us with any comments or concerns.

2.3.3.7 Agricultural Areas

Agricultural areas crossed by ACP and SHP are identified in section 4.8.1. To conserve topsoil,
Atlantic and DETI propose to segregate a maximum of 12 inches of topsoil in all actively cultivated and
rotated croplands, pastures, and hayfields and in other areas at the specific request of the landowner or
land management agency. Where topsoil is less than 12 inches deep, the actual depth of the topsoil layer
would be removed and segregated. The topsoil would be stored in separate rows on the construction
right-of-way and replaced to the upper soil layer during backfilling.

In areas where irrigation or drainage systems would be crossed, Atlantic and DETI would identify
any crossing locations during civil survey. Irrigation and drainage systems would be permanently
repaired during backfill and cleanup.
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2.3.3.8 Road, Railroad, and Trail Crossings

Atlantic and DETI would install the pipeline under roads, railroads, FS system roads, and some
FS trails in accordance with crossing permits and applicable laws and regulations. Generally, railroads
and roads where traffic cannot be detoured would be crossed by boring beneath the road or railroad. This
crossing method would allow uninterrupted use of the road or rail throughout construction.

Most gravel and dirt roads, driveways, and roads in areas with a high water table, as well as most
FS system trails, would be crossed by the open-cut method, which would require temporary closure of the
road or trail and the establishment of detours. Roads would be closed only where allowed by permit or
landowner/land-managing agency consent. Most open-cut road or trail crossings require only a few days
to complete, although resurfacing could require several weeks to allow for soil settlement and compaction.
Atlantic and DETI would implement measures to maintain access to residences where possible, such as
placing steel plating over the trench to allow traffic to pass.

In addition to the methods described above, Atlantic has identified five roads that would be
crossed using the HDD method (Interstate 79, the BRP [including the ANST], Route 58, Interstate 64,
and Route 17). The HDD crossings of these roads would use the same methods as those described in
section 2.3.3.2. In the event the HDD crossing of the BRP/ANST is unsuccessful, Atlantic has prepared a
contingency plan to utilize the direct pipe method (see section 2.3.3.2 and appendix H).

Atlantic and DETI would construct all road and railroad crossings in accordance with DOT safety
standards and would coordinate traffic control measures with the appropriate state/commonwealth and
local agencies. For roads and trails on public lands, Atlantic and DETI would coordinate with the
appropriate land managing agency regarding the timing of road and trail closures, detours to avoid active
construction areas, and mitigation measures for maintaining access across the road, such as plating across
the road. Where heavy equipment is known to use a road crossed by the pipeline, special safety measures,
such as thicker-walled pipe or additional cover over the pipe, would be required. A list of road and trail
crossings and the proposed construction method for each crossing is provided in appendix M.

2.3.3.9 Foreign Utilities

The pipelines would be constructed across or parallel to numerous utility lines. Prior to
construction, Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction contractors would call the One-Call systems in each
state/commonwealth, so that buried utilities may be identified and flagged before ground-disturbing
activities. Where the pipeline is installed near a buried utility, Atlantic or DETI would install the pipeline
with at least 12 inches of clearance from any other underground structure not associated with the pipeline
as required by 49 CFR 192.325. Appendix N lists the known foreign utilities that would be crossed by
ACP and SHP.

2.3.3.10 Winter Construction

ACP and SHP would involve construction during the winter. Therefore, Atlantic and DETI
developed a Winter Construction Plan to address specialized construction methods and procedures that
would be used to protect resources during the winter season (see table 2.3.1-1). Key elements of the
Winter Construction Plan include: 1) a motor-grader, snowplow, or bulldozer would be fitted with a
“shoe” to minimize impacts on the underlying soil and vegetation; 2) blown snow would be directed away
from existing roads, driveways, parking areas, residences, or other landowner structures; 3) gaps would be
left in stockpiled snow piles based on an assessment of drainage patterns to allow water to drain off of the
right-of-way during the spring thaw or other warm periods; 4) backfilling and topsoil replacement would
be suspended if infeasible due to frozen conditions; 5) snow would not be mixed with spoil during
backfilling to the extent practicable; and 6) Els would determine where additional erosion control devices
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should be installed to minimize snow melt erosion and would monitor the right-of-way for snow melt
issues.

2.3.4 Aboveground Facility Construction

Construction and modification activities at the compressor station sites would include access road
construction, erosion control installation, site clearing and grading, installing concrete foundations,
erecting metal buildings, and installing compressors, metering facilities, and appurtenances. Initial work
at the compressor stations would focus on preparing foundations for the buildings and equipment.
Building foundations and pipe trenches would be excavated with standard construction earthmoving
equipment. Atlantic and DETI do not anticipate that blasting would be required at compressor sites.
Following foundation work, station equipment would be brought to the site and installed using any
necessary trailers or cranes for delivery and installation. Compressor station buildings would be
constructed while compressor equipment is installed, along with other primary facilities, associated
equipment, piping, and electrical systems. Necessary equipment testing and start-up activities would take
place on a concurrent basis.

Construction of the other proposed aboveground facilities, including the M&R stations, valves,
and pig launchers/receivers, would involve site clearing and grading as needed to establish appropriate
contours for the facilities. Following installation of the equipment, the sites would be graveled, as
necessary, and fenced.

24 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND WORKFORCE

Atlantic and DETI propose a construction start date of fall 2017 and an in-service date during the
fourth quarter of 2019. Atlantic and DETI would seek approval to begin construction as soon as possible
after receiving all necessary federal, state/commonwealth, and local authorizations, and we issue the
Notice(s) to Proceed with construction. Table 2.4-1 provides the currently anticipated construction
schedule by construction spread.’

Construction of ACP would be completed using 12 construction spreads ranging in length from
1.4 miles to 79.3 miles. In addition, there would be separate specialized construction crews to construct
the aboveground facilities. Section 4.9.2 details the estimated construction workforce for each
construction phase of ACP and SHP. The peak construction workforce for ACP would be 8,400 people.
The peak construction workforce for SHP would be 1,970 people. The total construction workforce
would vary on any given day depending on the phase of construction, and would be distributed along the
various construction spreads and aboveground facility sites. As the pipeline spread moves along,
construction at any single point would last approximately 6 to 12 weeks or longer, depending upon the
rate of progress, weather, terrain, and other factors. The duration of construction may be longer at
aboveground facility sites and at hydrostatic test tie-in locations. Construction crews would typically
work 10 hours per day, 6 days per week. Work would be conducted during daylight hours, except at
stream crossings, final tie-in welds, and where the pipe is being installed using the HDD or bore methods,
which require around-the-clock operations and typically last 24 hours to a few weeks or, for the proposed
HDD crossing of the BRP and ANST, could take 1 year or longer.

7 Large pipeline construction projects are typically broken into manageable construction lengths called “spreads.”
Each spread is composed of various construction crews which specialize in completing the general construction
procedures described in section 2.3.1. Establishing construction spreads allows multiple segments of the
pipeline to be completed simultaneously, or certain spreads to be completed during preferred seasonal
timeframes.
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TABLE 2.4-1

Estimated Construction Schedule by Spread for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project 2

Approximate Counties/Cities and Begin Finish
Spread MPs States/Commonwealths Construction Construction ¢
Atlantic Coast Pipeline
Initial Construction Activities
Initial Site Preparation (2018 By spread See below November 2017 1Q 2018
spreads)
Tree Clearing (2018 spreads) By spread See below November 2017 1Q 2018
[
Initial Site Preparation (2019 By spread See below September 2018 1Q 2019
spreads)
Tree Clearing (2019 spreads) ™ By spread See below November 2018 1Q 2019
[
Construction of Pipeline
Spread 1-1 (AP-1) 0.0-17.2 Harrison, and Lewis Counties, April 2019 4Q 2019
A%
Spread 1-2 (AP-1) 17.2-31.6 Lewis and Upshur Counties, WV April 2019 4Q 2019
Spread 2-1 (AP-1)f 31.6-47.3 Upshur and Randolph Counties, April 2018 4Q 2018
A%
Spread 2-2 (AP-1)f 47.3-56.1 Randolph County, WV April 2018 4Q 2018
Spread 2A (AP-1)f 56.1-65.4 Randolph County, WV April 2018 4Q 2018
Spread 3 (AP-1)¢ 65.4-79.2 Randolph and Pocahontas April 2019 4Q 2019
Counties, WV
Spread 3A (AP-1)"9 79.2-91.3 Pocahontas County, WV and April 2018 4Q 2018
Highland County, VA
Spread 4 (AP-1)¢ 91.3-103.1 Highland and Bath Counties, VA April 2019 4Q 2019
Spread 4A (AP-1)"9 103.1-125.9 Bath and Augusta Counties, VA April 2018 4Q 2018
Spread 5 (AP-1) " 125.9-183.3 Augusta and Nelson Counties, February 2019 4Q 2019
VA
Spread 6 (AP-1)" 183.3-239.6 Nelson, Buckingham, February 2018 4Q 2018
Cumberland, Prince Edward,
and Nottoway Counties, VA
Spread 7 (AP-1) 239.6-300.0 Nottoway, Dinwiddie, Brunswick, February 2019 4Q 2019
and Greensville Counties, VA,
and Northampton County, NC
Spread 8 (AP-2) 0.0-61.6 Northampton, Halifax, and Nash February 2018 4Q 2018
Counties, NC
Spread 9 (AP-2) 61.6-125.0 Nash, Wilson, Johnston, February 2019 4Q 2019
Sampson, and Cumberland
Counties, NC
Spread 10 (AP-2) 125.0-183.0 Cumberland and Robeson February 2018 4Q 2018
Counties, NC
Spread 11 (AP-3) 0.0-83.0 Northampton County, NC, February 2018 4Q 2018
Greensville and Southampton
Counties, VA, and the Cities of
Suffolk and Chesapeake, VA
Spread 12 (AP-4; AP-5) © 0.0-0.4; Brunswick County, VA; February 2018 4Q 2018
0.0-1.1 Greensville County, VA
Construction of Compressor Stations
Compressor Station 1 7.6 Lewis County, WV November 2017 4Q 2019
Compressor Station 2 191.5 Buckingham County, VA November 2017 4Q 2019
Compressor Station 3 300.1 Northampton County, NC November 2017 4Q 2019
Construction of Metering and Regulating Stations
Kincheloe 7.6 Lewis County, WV November 2017 4Q 2019
Long Run 47.2 Randolph County, WV April 2018 4Q 2019
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TABLE 2.4-1 (cont'd)

Estimated Construction Schedule by Spread for the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project 2

Approximate Counties/Cities and Begin Finish
Spread MPs States/Commonwealths Construction Construction ¢
Woods Corner 191.5 Buckingham County, VA November 2017 4Q 2019
Smithfield 92.7 Johnston County, NC November 2017 3Q 2019
Fayetteville 132.9 Johnston County, NC February 2018 3Q 2019
Pembroke 183.0 Robeson County, NC March 2018 3Q 2019
Elizabeth River 83.0 City of Chesapeake, VA April 2018 3Q 2019
Brunswick 0.4 Brunswick County, VA January 2018 3Q 2019
Greensville 11 Greensville County, VA February 2018 3Q 2019
Supply Header Project
Initial Construction Activities
Initial Site Preparation (Spread By spread See below November 2017 1Q 2018
13)
Tree Clearing (Spread 13) ¢ By spread See below November 2017 1Q 2018
Initial Site Preparation (Spread By spread See below November 2018 1Q 2019
14)
Tree Clearing (Spread 14) ®¢ By spread See below November 2018 1Q 2019
Construction of Pipeline Spreads
Spread 13 (TL-635) 0.0-33.6 Wetzel, Doddridge, Tyler, and April 2018 4Q 2019
Harrison Counties, WV
Spread 14 (TL-636) 0.0-3.9 Westmoreland County, PA January 2019 4Q 2019
Construction of Compressor Station Modifications
JB Tonkin 0.0 Westmoreland County, PA February 2018 3Q 2019
Crayne NA Greene County, PA February 2018 3Q 2019
Burch Ridge NA Marshall County, WV April 2019 4Q 2019
Mockingbird Hill 0.0 Wetzel County, WV February 2018 3Q 2019
M&R Stations
CNX NA Lewis County, WV January 2019 4Q 2019
Abandonment of Gathering
Compressor Units
Hastings NA Wetzel County, WV January 2019 4Q 2019
a The number and timing of the construction spreads are subject to change dependent upon construction and permit
requirements.
b The start of tree clearing would be dependent upon the results of the environmental surveys and agency consultations.
¢ Including tree clearing for aboveground facilities, access roads, and contractor yards. Tree clearing for construction
spreads 1-1, 1-2, 3, 4; the BRP HDD; and James River HDD would take place in 2018.
d The finish construction date refers to the end of mechanical construction; additional restoration and post-construction

activity is expected to occur in the project area beyond the timeframe reflected here. 1Q = first quarter; 2Q = second
quarter; 3Q = third quarter; 4Q = fourth quarter.

€ Spread 12 would be completed with spread 11 and is counted as one spread.

f Hydrostatic testing and remaining cleanup would be completed by 3Q 2019.

9 Includes NFS lands.

h The HDDs of the BRP (including the ANST) and James River would be constructed in 2018.

In response to our recommendation in the draft EIS, Atlantic consulted with the FS regarding the
construction schedule for the portion of ACP on NFS lands and the proposed HDD under the BRP and
ANST. In a letter dated April 4, 2017, the FS stated Atlantic had filed adequate documentation for the FS
to determine the BRP/ANST HDD or contingency plan would be feasible. As such, the FS stated it
would not prohibit construction activities on NFS lands before the proposed HDD crossing or
contingency crossing of the BRP and ANST is successfully completed.
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In its comments on the draft EIS, the FWS, FS, and individuals noted there are areas along the
pipeline route where avoidance and conservation measures for a species or resource conflict with other
avoidance or conservation measures (FWS, 2017f). As such, the FWS recommended that Atlantic and
DETI create environmental constraints maps to identify the avoidance and conservation measures,
including time of year restrictions (TOYR), that have been recommended for each pipeline segment. The
FWS further recommended that the environmental constraints maps be provided to all the natural resource
agencies for their review, to facilitate their ability to identify and prioritize conflicts between avoidance
and conservation measures, and to subsequently provide that information to Atlantic, DETI, and
permitting agencies for incorporation into the construction plans. We agree. Therefore, we recommend
that:

. As part of Atlantic’s and DETI’s Implementation Plans (recommended
Environmental Condition No. 6) and prior to receiving written authorization from
the Director of the OEP to commence construction of any project facilities, Atlantic
and DETI should file with the Secretary environmental constraints maps
illustrating the avoidance and conservation measures required by the resource
agencies and committed to by Atlantic and DETI along the ACP and SHP routes.
The environmental constraints maps can be provided in the form of alignment
sheets (recommended Environmental Condition Nos. 4 and 5) with a separate
environmental constraints band.

25 ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTION, COMPLIANCE MONITORING, AND POST-
APPROVAL VARIANCES

2.5.1 Coordination and Training

Atlantic and DETI would incorporate the construction, mitigation, and restoration measures
identified in their permit applications and supplemental filings as well as additional requirements of
federal, state/commonwealth, and local agencies into their construction drawings and specifications.
Atlantic and DETI would also provide copies of applicable environmental permits, construction drawings,
and specifications to their construction contractors.  Atlantic and DETI would implement an
environmental training program tailored to the proposed projects and their construction requirements.
The program would be designed to ensure that:

o qualified environmental training personnel provide thorough and focused training
sessions throughout project construction regarding the environmental requirements
applicable to the trainees’ activities;

o all individuals receive environmental training before they begin work on any construction
workspaces; and

o adequate training records are kept.
2.5.2 Environmental Inspection

Atlantic and DETI would employ Els that would be trained in, and responsible to ensure that
construction of ACP and SHP complies with the construction procedures and mitigation measures
identified in Atlantic’s and DETI’s application, the FERC Certificates, other environmental permits and
approvals, and environmental requirements in landowner easement agreements. EIs would have peer
status with all of Atlantic’s and DETI’s other construction inspectors, have the authority to stop activities
that violate the conditions of the FERC Certificates, other permits, or landowner requirements, and have
the authority to order the appropriate corrective actions. The FERC staff acknowledges that the role of
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Atlantic’s and DETI’s Els is to ensure ACP and SHP is constructed in accordance with the requirements
imposed by FERC and other regulatory agencies. However, the EI’s role should not be mistaken for
FERC abdicating its inspection authority to Atlantic and DETI. The purpose of the El is to ensure
applicants are cognizant of and taking matters of compliance seriously. Therefore, to ensure ACP and
SHP would be constructed in compliance with the FERC’s and other regulatory agencies’ requirements,
FERC would conduct its own independent monitoring and inspection of the projects as discussed in
section 2.5.3. In addition, the FS would also conduct its own independent monitoring and inspection for
the portion of ACP on NFS lands as discussed in section 2.5.4.

At a minimum, an EI would be responsible for:

maintaining status reports and training records;

verifying that the limits of authorized construction work areas and locations of access
roads are properly marked before clearing;

verifying the location of signs and highly visible flagging marking the boundaries of
sensitive resource areas, waterbodies, wetlands, or areas with special requirements along
the construction work area;

identifying erosion/sediment control and stabilization needs in all areas;

locating dewatering structures and slope breakers to ensure they would not direct water
into sensitive areas such as known cultural resource sites or sensitive species habitat or
violate permit requirements;

verifying that trench dewatering activities do not result in the deposition of sand, silt, and/
or sediment near the point of discharge in a wetland or waterbody. If such deposition is
occurring, the EI would stop the dewatering activity and take corrective action to prevent
a reoccurrence;

advising the Resident Engineer/Chief Inspector when conditions (such as wet weather)
make it advisable to restrict construction activities to avoid excessive soil rutting;

approving imported soils; Atlantic and DETI do not currently propose to use imported
soils;

verifying that the soil is certified free of noxious weeds and soil pests;

determining the need for and ensuring that erosion controls are properly installed to
prevent sediment flow into wetlands, waterbodies, sensitive areas, and onto roads;

inspecting and ensuring the maintenance and repair of temporary erosion control
measures;

ensuring restoration of contours and topsoil;

identifying, documenting, and overseeing corrective actions as necessary to bring an
activity back into compliance; and

keeping records of compliance with conditions of all environmental permits and
approvals during active construction and restoration.
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The FERC would receive regular status reports filed by Atlantic and DETI, conduct periodic field
inspections during construction and restoration, and would have the authority to stop any activity that
violates an environmental condition of the FERC Certificate.

25.3 FERC Compliance Monitoring

In addition to the Els, Atlantic and DETI would participate in a third-party compliance
monitoring program during construction of ACP and SHP. Under this program, Atlantic and DETI would
fund a third-party contractor, to be selected and managed by FERC staff, to provide daily environmental
compliance monitoring services for the projects. The FERC third-party compliance monitors would
provide daily reports to the FERC staff on compliance issues and make recommendations to the FERC
Project Manager on how to deal with compliance issues and construction changes, should they arise. In
addition to this program, FERC staff would also conduct periodic compliance inspections during
construction and restoration of the projects. Other federal, state/commonwealth, and local agencies also
may monitor the projects to the extent determined necessary by the agency. While there may be
differences between agency permit requirements and conditions, the environmental inspection program
and third-party monitoring for the projects would address all conditions placed on the projects.

2.5.4 Forest Service Compliance Monitoring

Monitoring is an essential element of project implementation. If the FS issues temporary and
long-term authorizations for ACP, such authorization(s) would provide the terms and conditions for
construction, operation, maintenance, and eventual termination of the facility on federal lands. As a
federal agency with jurisdiction by law for activities that occur on lands it administers, the FS has a
responsibility to monitor implementation of ACP to assure that the terms and conditions of the SUP(s) are
carried out during and after construction (40 CFR 1505.3).

CEQ Regulations for NEPA (40 CFR 1505.2[c]) also require that a monitoring and enforcement
program should be adopted for any project requirements adopted as part of the decision to implement the
project. Many of the requirements of the COM Plan that would be part of the FS SUP on federal lands
are project design measures that reduce the environmental impacts of ACP on site. The FS may also
require an off-site mitigation program. In addition to monitoring implementation of the temporary and
long-term SUPs, the FS also has a responsibility to monitor authorized actions, whether they are
described in the COM Plan or off-site mitigation measures included in FS mitigation program. Section
3.0 of the draft COM Plan contains the Environmental Compliance Plan that would be the primary
guidance document between Atlantic and the FS for adherence, documentation, and management for
compliance with the SUPs. This section describes the roles and responsibilities of FERC, Atlantic, and
the FS; a comprehensive inspection and monitoring program; corrective procedures in the event of non-
compliance; standard protocol for variance requests, exceptions, and other deviations; communications;
and reporting procedures. The FS would have an Authorized Officer who would have responsibility for
determining overall environmental compliance with the COM Plan, ROD, and terms of the SUPs. The
Authorized Officer would have stop work authority on all NFS lands. The Authorized Officer would
manage the Field Compliance/Monitoring Officers and would also be responsible for issuing Notices to
Proceed and for approving requested project changes on NFS lands using the variance request process.
The Field Compliance/Monitoring Officers would have Stop Work authority for discrete activities on
NFS lands that pose an immediate threat to a sensitive environmental resource.

There are two types of monitoring that would be associated with administering the SUP.
“Implementation monitoring” seeks to verify that the project was implemented according to the terms of
the SUP. Implementation monitoring is typically a checklist to verify that a project is implemented as
planned and that requirements, terms, and conditions associated with the project are met. Many of these
would also be addressed by the FERC in its construction monitoring and inspection processes. As needed
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for ACP, FS representatives would also ensure that its priorities and stipulations are accomplished and
obligations are fulfilled. In addition, the FS would have its own inspectors on site, who would coordinate
with FERC monitors and ACP inspectors, and would also have stop-work authority on NFS lands.

“Effectiveness monitoring” seeks to verify that the specific requirements in the COM Plan and in
the off-site mitigation plans accomplished the desired objective. While virtually every important aspect
of ACP is subject to implementation monitoring, effectiveness monitoring is typically done on a smaller
subset of actions. Where the outcomes of an action are well known and likely to be accomplished merely
through implementation, effectiveness monitoring may not be needed, or may only be done on a sample
basis. For example, the effects of surfacing roads are well known and not in question, so little if any
effectiveness monitoring would be required for this activity. Conversely, some COM Plan requirements
or mitigation projects may have less certain outcomes or may be associated with thresholds such as water
temperature. In those cases, effectiveness monitoring would be appropriate to ensure that the desired
outcome is achieved. This also provides a trigger for adaptive management if the implemented mitigation
is not entirely effective. Effectiveness monitoring requires interpretation of land management plan
direction and objectives. Therefore, most effectiveness monitoring on federal lands would be
accomplished by the agency having jurisdiction over the land being monitored.

Reporting results is a key element of a monitoring plan. The monitoring plan developed by the
FS would include a reporting schedule and detailed criteria for judging completion and success of the
actions being monitored. Implementation monitoring would typically be deemed complete when the
action being monitored has been completely implemented. Effectiveness monitoring would not be
complete until the project objectives have been accomplished and, on NFS lands, could occur in
perpetuity, for the life of the project.

The draft COM Plan developed by Atlantic is part of the special use application and permit and
includes extensive monitoring requirements to ensure that impacts from construction and operation of
ACP are minimized and that objectives of the FS are accomplished. Ongoing discussions between
Atlantic and the FS are expected to result in revisions to the COM Plan.

2.5.5 Post-Approval Variance Process

The pipeline alignment and work areas identified in this EIS should be sufficient for construction
and operation (including maintenance) of the projects. However, minor route realignments and other
workspace refinements sometimes continue past the project planning phase and into the construction
phase. These changes could involve minor route realignments, shifting or adding new extra workspaces
or staging areas, adding or improving additional access roads, or modifications to construction methods.
We have developed a variance procedure for assessing impacts on those areas that have not been
evaluated in this EIS and for approving or denying their use following any Certificate issuance. In
general, biological and cultural resources surveys were conducted using a survey corridor larger than that
necessary to construct the facilities. Where survey approvals were denied, Atlantic and DETI would
complete the required surveys following a Certificate issuance. If Atlantic and DETI request to shift an
existing workspace or require a new extra workspace subsequent to issuance of a Certificate, these areas
would typically (but not always) be within the previously surveyed area. Such requests would be
reviewed using a variance request process.

A variance request for route realignments or extra workspace locations along with a copy of the
survey results would be documented and forwarded to the FERC in the form of a “variance request” in
compliance with recommended condition number 5 in section 5.2 of this EIS. The FERC would take the
lead on reviewing the request and coordinating with the FS if the variance is requested on NFS lands.
Typically, no further resource agency consultation would be required if the requested change is within
previously surveyed areas, within authorized rights-of-way, and no sensitive environmental resources
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would be affected. However, for all variances on NFS lands that are not specifically authorized by the
originally issued SUPs, the FS would still retain approval authority. The procedures used for assessing
impacts on work areas outside the survey corridor and for approving their use are similar to those
described above, except that additional surveys, analyses, and resource agency consultations would be
performed to assess the extent of any impacts on biological, cultural, and other sensitive resources and to
identify any avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures necessary. All variance requests for
Atlantic’s and DETI’s projects and their approval status would be documented according to the FERC’s
compliance monitoring program as described above. Any variance activity by either Atlantic or DETI
(whether submitted through the third-party compliance monitoring program or directly to FERC) and
subsequent FERC action would be available on the FERC’s eLibrary webpage under the docket number
for the respective project (CP15-554 or CP15-555).

After Atlantic and DETI complete any additional surveys, landowner consultation, analyses,
and/or resource agency consultations, the new work area and supporting documentation (including a
statement of landowner approval) would be forwarded to the FERC in the form of a variance request,
which would be evaluated in the manner described above for approval or denial.

2.5.6 Post-Construction Monitoring

After construction, Atlantic and DETI would conduct follow-up inspections of all disturbed
upland areas, at a minimum, after the first and second growing seasons to determine the success of
restoration, and would continue monitoring areas until revegetation thresholds are met, temporary erosion
control devices are removed, and restoration is deemed successful. Restoration of upland areas would be
considered successful if the right-of-way vegetation is visually successful in density and cover of non-
nuisance vegetation, surface conditions are similar to adjacent undisturbed lands, construction debris is
removed, and proper drainage has been restored. Additionally, on NFS lands, successful restoration of
uplands includes revegetation with native tree, shrub, and herbaceous species, and control and removal of
non-native, invasive plant species. For at least 2 years following construction, Atlantic and DETI would
submit quarterly reports to the FERC that document any problems identified during the inspections or by
landowners, and describe the corrective actions taken to remedy those problems. We would also conduct
periodic restoration inspections until restoration is deemed complete. Additionally, Atlantic and DETI
would perform monitoring for invasive plant species following construction. The monitoring period for
invasive species and other resource areas would be extended as needed or as required by permits or
regulatory agencies.

In accordance with the Procedures, Atlantic and DETI would monitor the success of wetland
revegetation annually for the first 3 years (or as required by permit) after construction or until wetland
restoration is successful. Wetland revegetation would be considered successful when the cover of
herbaceous and/or woody species is at least 80 percent of the type, density, and distribution of the
vegetation in adjacent undisturbed wetland areas or as compared to documented, pre-project conditions.
In accordance with the FERC Procedures, if revegetation is not successful at the end of 3 years, Atlantic
or DETI would develop and implement (in consultation with a professional wetland ecologist) a plan to
actively revegetate and restore the wetland with native wetland herbaceous and/or woody plant species.

After construction, the FERC, cooperating agencies, and/or other agencies would continue to
conduct oversight inspection and monitoring to assess the success of restoration. If it is determined that
the success of any of the restoration activities are not adequate at the end of the respective timeframes,
Atlantic and DETI would be required to extend their post-construction monitoring programs and
implement corrective actions as deemed necessary.

Other land and resource management agencies may conduct their own restoration inspections in
areas where they have jurisdiction. For example, the FS would require monitoring of invasive species,
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revegetation, slope stability, sedimentation/erosion, and other environmental resources and impacts on
NFS lands for the life of the project.

We recognize that during and after construction, unforeseen issues or complaints may develop
that were not addressed during the environmental proceedings at the Commission, and it is important that
landowners have an avenue to contact Atlantic’s or DETI’s representatives. Should ACP and SHP be
approved, we are interested in ensuring that landowner issues and complaints received during and after
construction are resolved in a timely and efficient manner. Resolution of landowner issues and
complaints are discussed further in section 4.8.3.

2.6 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

ACP and SHP pipeline and aboveground facilities would be operated and maintained in
accordance with DOT regulations in 49 CFR 192, the Commission’s guidance at 18 CFR 380.15, the FS
SUP, and the maintenance provisions of the FERC Plan and Procedures. Atlantic and DETI would also
maintain a liaison with the appropriate fire, police, and public officials. Communications with these
parties would include the potential hazards associated with the Atlantic’s and DETI’s facilities located in
their service area and prevention measures undertaken; the types of emergencies that may occur on or
near the new pipeline facilities; the purpose of pipeline markers and the information contained on them;
pipeline location information; recognition of and response to pipeline emergencies; and procedures to
contact Atlantic and/or DET]I for more information.

2.6.1 Pipeline Facility Operation and Maintenance

As required by 49 CFR 192.615, Atlantic and DETI would each establish an operation and
maintenance plan and an emergency plan for their respective projects that includes procedures to
minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline emergency. As a part of pipeline operations and
maintenance, Atlantic and DETI would conduct regular patrols of the pipeline right-of-way. The patrol
program would include periodic aerial and ground patrols of the pipeline facilities to survey surface
conditions on and adjacent to the pipeline right-of-way for evidence of leaks, unauthorized excavation
activities, erosion and wash-out areas, areas of sparse vegetation, damage to permanent erosion control
devices, exposed pipe, missing markers and signs, new residential developments, and other conditions
that might affect the safety or operation of the pipeline. The cathodic protection system would also be
inspected periodically to ensure that it is functioning properly. Atlantic’s and DETI’s management staffs
would be notified by its inspectors of any conditions that need attention and corrective measures would be
performed as needed. In addition, pigs would be regularly sent through the pipeline to check for
corrosion and irregularities in accordance with DOT requirements. Atlantic and DETI would be required
to keep detailed records of all inspections and supplement the corrosion protection system as necessary to
meet the requirements of 49 CFR 192.

In addition to the survey, inspection, and repair activities described above, operation of the
pipeline would include maintenance of the pipeline right-of-way. The right-of-way would be allowed to
revegetate after restoration; however, larger shrubs and brush may be periodically removed near the
pipeline. The frequency of the vegetation maintenance would depend upon the vegetation growth rate.
Atlantic and DETI have indicated that they would not need to maintain vegetation (i.e., mow) within the
permanent right-of-way in most land uses types. However, in accordance with the construction and
restoration plans, routine vegetation maintenance clearing of the permanent right-of-way is allowed but
would not be done more frequently than every 3 years. To facilitate periodic corrosion and leak surveys,
a corridor not exceeding 10 feet in width centered on the pipeline may be maintained more frequently in
an herbaceous state. In no case would routine vegetation maintenance clearing occur between April 15
and August 1 of any year; other TOYR require longer seasonal restrictions. Vegetation management and
right-of-way maintenance is discussed further in sections 4.3.3, 4.4, and 4.8.
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2.6.2 Aboveground Facility Operation and Maintenance

Atlantic and DETI would continue to operate and maintain the modified and new compressor
stations in accordance with PHMSA requirements and standard procedures designed to ensure the
integrity and safe operation of the facilities and to maintain firm natural gas transportation service.
Standard operations at compressor stations include such activities as the calibration, maintenance, and
inspection of equipment; the monitoring of pressure, temperature, and vibration data; and traditional
landscape maintenance such as mowing and the application of fertilizer. Standard operations also include
the periodic checking of safety and emergency equipment and cathodic protection systems.

Atlantic and DETI would install a supervisory control and data acquisition system, commonly
referred to as Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA), on each pipeline system, which would
continuously monitor gas pressure, temperature, and volume at specific locations along the pipeline.
These systems would be continuously monitored from gas control centers. The systems would provide
continuous information to the control center operators and have threshold and alarm values set such that
warnings are provided to the operators if critical parameters are exceeded. In the event of a drop in
pressure within a pipeline, the gas control center would be immediately alerted and could stop the gas
flow to the problem area by selectively isolating sections of the pipeline via valves until inspections are
completed to determine the cause of the problem and complete repairs.

2.7 FUTURE PLANS AND ABANDONMENT

ACP Foundation Shippers have a one-time right to request an increase in contracted capacity by
participation in an Optional Expansion totaling up to 500,000 dekatherms per day (Dth/d). If the
Foundation Shippers were to pursue the Optional Expansion, Atlantic anticipates that it could be
accommodated by installing additional compression on the ACP system without the addition of new
mainline pipeline facilities. Any future increase in capacity beyond the proposed 1.5 Dth/d requested in
this proceeding would need additional FERC authorization (which would also require additional
environmental review).

ACP Foundation Shippers also have a stated right to request a Second Expansion. If the facilities
are expanded in the future, including an expansion as part of the Optional Expansion or the Second
Expansion, Atlantic and/or DETI would seek the appropriate authorizations from federal (including
FERC), state/commonwealth, and local agencies at that future time.

If at some point in the future, any of the project facilities approved in this proceeding were
proposed to be abandoned, Atlantic and/or DETI would have to seek specific authorization from the
FERC for that action and the public would have the opportunity to comment on the applicant’s
abandonment proposal.

2.8 NONJURISDICTIONAL FACILITIES

Under section 7 of the NGA, the FERC is required to consider, as part of its decision to authorize
interstate natural gas facilities, all factors bearing on the public convenience and necessity. Occasionally,
proposed projects have associated facilities that do not come under the jurisdiction of the FERC. These
“nonjurisdictional” facilities may be integral to the project objective (e.g., a new or expanded power plant
that is not under the jurisdiction of the FERC at the end of a pipeline) or they may be merely associated as
minor, non-integral components of the jurisdictional facilities that would be constructed and operated
with the proposed facilities (e.g., a meter station constructed by a customer of the pipeline to measure gas
off-take).
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The nonjurisdictional facilities associated with ACP and SHP are summarized in table 2.8-1. We
discuss these facilities in section 4.13.

TABLE 2.8-1

Nonjurisdictional Facilities Associated with the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project

Project Sponsor/Name

Location

Description

Dominion Virginia Power
Brunswick Power Station

Greensville Power Station

Piedmont Natural Gas

Piedmont Facility
Modifications and Additions

Piedmont Pipeline

Virginia Natural Gas, Inc.
Virginia Natural Gas Pipeline

Atlantic Coast Pipeline
ACP Office Building

ACP Field Office Building

ACP Utility, Sewer, and Water
Services for Aboveground
Facilities

Dominion Transmission
Hastings Compressor Station

Mockingbird Hill Compressor
Station

Brunswick County, Virginia

Greensville County, Virginia

Wake, Johnson, Cumberland,
Robeson, and Richmond Counties,
North Carolina

Robeson, Scotland, and Richmond
Counties, North Carolina

City of Chesapeake, Virginia

Northampton County, North
Carolina

Johnston County, North Carolina

Various Counties and Cities in
West Virginia, Virginia, and North
Carolina

Wetzel County, West Virginia

Wetzel County, West Virginia

The Brunswick Power Station, a 1,358-megawatt,
natural gas fueled power station and associated
transmission facilities and a 13.5-mile-long 500 kilowatt
electric transmission line (construction completed).

The Greensville Power Station, an approximately 1,600-
megawatt, natural gas fueled power station (under
construction).

Modifications and additions at existing facilities
(proposed).

Approximately 26 miles of 30-inch outside diameter
natural gas pipeline (proposed).

Approximately 5 miles of 20-inch outside diameter
natural gas pipeline (proposed).

An office building for ACP operations within the
Compressor Station 3 site (proposed).

A field office building for ACP operations within the
Smithfield M&R Station site (proposed).

Utility, water, and sewer service to ACP aboveground
facilities; modifications to existing natural gas gathering
facilities; and upgrade of an existing road (proposed).

Two new gathering compressor units at the Hastings
Compressor Station for gathering activities (proposed).

About 0.2 mile of electric distribution line.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES

As required by NEPA, FERC policy, and CWA 404(b)(1) guidelines, and in cooperation with the
FS and USACE, we identified and evaluated alternatives to ACP and SHP to determine whether an
alternative would be technically and economically feasible, offer a significant environmental advantage
over the proposed action, and would still meet the stated purpose of the proposed action. Specifically, we
evaluated the no-action alternative, system alternatives, major pipeline route alternatives and route
variations, and aboveground facility location alternatives.

Evaluation Process

Our evaluation of the identified alternatives is based on project-specific information provided by
Atlantic and DETI, affected landowners, and other concerned parties; comments received during project
scoping; publicly available information; our consultations with federal and state resource agencies; our own
independent fieldwork; and our expertise and experience regarding the siting, construction, and operation
of natural gas transmission facilities and their potential impacts on the environment. We established three
key criteria to evaluate the identified alternatives, which included whether the alternative would:

. be technically and economically feasible and practical;
. offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposed action; and
. meet the projects’ purpose, as described in section 1.1.

Through environmental comparison and application of our professional judgement, each alternative
is considered to a point where it becomes clear if the alternative could or could not meet the three evaluation
criteria. To ensure a consistent environmental comparison and to normalize the comparison factors, we
generally use desktop sources of information (e.g., publicly available data, GIS data, aerial imagery) and
assume the same right-of-way widths and general workspace requirements. Where appropriate, we also
use site-specific information (e.g., field surveys or detailed designs), and consult with appropriate resource
or land managing agencies to obtain additional site-specific information and their professional judgement
regarding alternatives. As described previously, our environmental analysis and this evaluation only
considers quantitative data (e.g., acreage or mileage) and uses common comparative factors such as total
length, amount of collocation, and land requirements. Our evaluation also considers impacts on both the
natural and human environments. Impacts on the natural environment include wetlands, forested lands,
karst geology, and other common environmental resources. Impacts on the human environment include
but are not limited to impacts on residences, roads, utilities, certain land uses, and industrial and commercial
development near construction workspaces. In recognition of the competing interests and the different
nature of impacts resulting from an alternative that sometimes exist (i.e., impacts on the natural environment
versus impacts on the human environment), we also consider other factors that are relevant to a particular
alternative or discount or eliminate factors that are not relevant or may have less weight or significance.

With respect to the first criterion, it is important to recognize that not all conceivable alternatives
are technically feasible and practical. For example, some alternatives may not be possible to implement
due to technological difficulties or logistics. We do not design natural gas pipeline projects. Rather,
pipeline companies propose and design pipeline projects in response to market conditions. In turn, we
analyze these proposals and a reasonable range of alternatives. Economically practical alternatives would
result in an action that generally maintains the price competitive nature of the proposed action. Generally,
we do not consider the cost of an alternative as a critical factor unless the added cost to design, permit, and
construct the alternative would render the project economically impractical.

Determining if an alternative provides a significant environmental advantage requires a comparison
of the impacts on each resource as well as an analysis of impacts on resources that are not common to the
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alternatives being considered. The determination must then balance the overall impacts and all other
relevant considerations. In comparing the impact between resources (factors), we also considered the
degree of impact anticipated on each resource. Ultimately, an alternative that results in equal or minor
advantages in terms of environmental impact would not compel us to shift the impacts from the current set
of landowners to a new set of landowners. In conducting this analysis, it is important to recognize the
environmental advantages and disadvantages of the proposed actions to focus the analysis on reasonable
alternatives that may reduce impacts and offer a significant environmental advantage.

A preferable alternative must meet the stated purpose of the projects, which is to provide
transportation of 1.44 million Bcf/d of natural gas to consuming markets at the delivery points specified by
the projects’ customers. A preferable alternative also would need to provide service within a reasonably
similar timeframe. It is important to recognize that not all conceivable alternatives can meet the projects’
purpose, and an alternative that does not meet the projects’ purpose cannot be considered a viable
alternative.

Using the evaluation criteria discussed above, each alternative was considered to the point where
it was clear that the alternative was either not reasonable, would result in greater environmental impacts
that could not be readily mitigated, offered no significant environmental advantages over the proposed
projects, or could not meet the projects’ purpose. Alternatives that appeared to result in less than or similar
levels of environmental impact were reviewed in greater detail. The following sections discuss and analyze
alternatives that warranted further review and provide sufficient detail to explain why they were eliminated
from further consideration or are recommended for adoption into the respective project.

Public Comments

In evaluating alternatives, we considered and addressed, as appropriate, the numerous comments
provided to the Commission about possible alternatives. Many of these comments requested that we
evaluate alternatives to the proposed pipeline routes, the aboveground facility locations, or to eliminate or
merge the proposed ACP and SHP with similar natural gas transportation projects that are currently
proposed in the region. In response to these comments, we required Atlantic and DETI to provide additional
environmental information, requested they assess the feasibility of certain alternatives as proposed by the
commentors, conducted site visits and field investigations, met with affected landowners and local
representatives and officials, consulted with federal and state regulatory agencies, and sought additional
public input. These efforts, along with Atlantic’s and DETI’s continued assessment of their respective
projects, resulted in numerous re-routings and facility design changes, which are summarized in the
following sections. The alternatives and variations already incorporated by Atlantic and DETI into their
proposed routes are included as part of our environmental analysis in section 4.0.

The Commission also received numerous comments suggesting that the electricity and power
generated from natural gas could be generated and supplied by renewable energy sources such as solar and
wind power, and that the use of these energy sources as well as gains realized from increased energy
efficiency and conservation should be considered as alternatives to the projects. As stated in section 1.1,
the purpose of ACP and SHP is to transport price-competitive natural gas from West Virginia to electric
generation, distribution, and end use markets in West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina. The
generation of electricity from renewable energy sources is a reasonable alternative for a review of power
generating facilities. Authorizations related to how the project area would meet demands for electricity are
not part of the application before the Commission and their consideration is outside the scope of this EIS.
Therefore, because the purpose of ACP and SHP is to transport natural gas, and the generation of electricity
from renewable energy sources or the gains realized from increased energy efficiency and conservation are
not transportation alternatives, they cannot function as a substitute for ACP and SHP and are not considered
or evaluated further in this analysis.
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3.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Commission has two courses of action in processing applications under section 7 of the NGA:
1) deny the requested actions (the no-action alternative); or 2) grant the Certificate, with or without
conditions. If the no-action alternative is selected by the Commission, the proposed facilities would not be
constructed, and the short- and long-term environmental impacts from the projects would not occur. In
addition, if the no-action alternative is selected, the stated purpose of projects would not be met. The no-
action alternative would eliminate the proposed natural gas supply for West Virginia, Virginia, and North
Carolina markets, causing existing and potential users of natural gas to either pursue other means of natural
gas supply, to rely on other fuels, or to seek other means to meet or curtail their energy needs.

According to the EIA, consumption of natural gas grew by 12 and 49 percent, respectively, in
Virginia and North Carolina between 2010 and 2014. Gas-fired electric power generation was the leading
contributor to increased gas consumption, increasing by 71 and 199 percent, respectively, in Virginia and
North Carolina between 2011 and 2015 (EIA, 2016b, 2016c¢). Natural gas consumption is projected to
continue increasing due to population growth, industrial consumption, and electric power generation (EIA,
2016a).

The lack of a new pipeline with access to supply sources into the region could prolong the existing
supply constraints in the proposed delivery areas, which could create winter-premium pricing and
exacerbate price volatility for all natural gas users in the areas, and could increase the difficulty for others,
such as the operators of gas-fired electric generating plants, in finding economical gas supplies. This in
turn could lead to higher gas and electric rates in the region and could lead to energy shortages during times
of winter peak demand.

The burning of natural gas at power plants to produce electricity also results in reduced air
emissions compared to other fossil fuels, such as coal and fuel oil. According to the EPA (2013a), natural
gas produces at least 50 percent less carbon dioxide (CO2), almost 70 percent less nitrogen oxides (NOy),
and about 99 percent less sulfur oxides (SOx) compared to a coal-fired power plant. Since the 1990s, the
transition to natural gas fueled power plants has substantially decreased dependence upon the formerly pre-
dominant energy sources of fuel oil, coal, and nuclear energy. If the no-action alternative were adopted,
then air emissions could be increased if other sources of energy were used.

The no-action alternative would not provide the potential economic benefits associated with the
proposed projects, including increased jobs, secondary spending, and tax revenues during construction, as
well as increased property tax revenues to local governments during operations as discussed in section
4.9.8. Further, the no-action alternative would not provide natural gas service to end-use customers in
Virginia and North Carolina. The abovementioned transition in energy sources to generate electricity has
been hastened by the relative lower cost of natural gas, which has economic and cost savings benefits that
are then passed along to consumers of electricity.

In summary, the no-action alternative would avoid the environmental impacts of the proposed
projects, but would likely result in the need for an alternate energy means to satisfy the demand for natural
gas and energy in the project area, or would result in end users seeking alternate energy from other sources
such as other natural gas transporters, fossil fuels, or renewable energy. Given consideration of these
factors, we conclude that the no-action alternative is not preferable to ACP and/or SHP and we do not
recommend it.
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3.2 SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

The purpose of identifying and evaluating system alternatives is to determine whether potential
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed facilities could be
avoided or reduced while still meeting the basic purpose of the projects. System alternatives would make
use of existing, modified, or other proposed natural gas transmission systems/facilities to meet the stated
purpose of ACP and SHP. Implementation of a system alternative would make it unnecessary to construct
all or part of the projects, although some modifications or additions to existing transmission
systems/facilities, or other proposed transmission systems or facilities, may be required.

A viable system alternative to the projects would have to provide sufficient pipeline capacity to
transport an additional 1.44 Bcf/d of natural gas to the delivery points specified by the precedent agreements
signed by Atlantic and DETI within a timeframe reasonably similar to the proposed projects. Additionally,
the system alternative must be technically and economically practical and offer a significant environmental
advantage over the proposed projects. Our analysis of system alternatives includes an examination of
existing and proposed natural gas transportation systems that currently serve or eventually would serve the
markets targeted by the projects.

3.2.1 Existing Pipeline Systems

There are currently three existing natural gas pipeline transportation systems operating near the
proposed project area: the Transco pipeline system, the Columbia Gas Transmission, LLC (Columbia)
system, and the East Tennessee Natural Gas (East Tennessee) pipeline system. These pipelines currently
do not have the available capacity to transport the required volumes of natural gas to the delivery points
proposed for ACP and SHP, nor do these existing facilities have the necessary infrastructure to transport
gas to the required delivery points. Even if additional pipelines were constructed to connect any of these
pipeline systems to the supply and delivery areas for ACP, there still is not sufficient capacity on any of the
existing pipeline systems to transport 1.44 Bcf/d of natural gas. Therefore, we do not consider use of
existing pipeline systems as is, as feasible alternatives to the proposed projects.

3.2.2 Modification of Existing Pipeline Systems

Because none of the existing pipeline systems in the project area have the capacity to meet the
projects’ purpose in their current state, they would require modifications to meet the projects’ purpose.
These modifications could include greenfield pipeline construction to connect to the supply area, delivery
area, or both; the use of existing pipeline where possible along with looped pipeline (i.e., new pipeline
construction generally adjacent to an existing pipeline); additional compression; or some combination of
these options.

3.2.2.1 Existing Transco Pipeline System

The existing Transco system consists of various diameter pipelines extending some 10,200 miles
between Texas and New York, including through Virginia. The system has a peak design capacity of almost
11 Bcf/d of natural gas and delivers natural gas to markets in the Northeast, Mid-Atlantic, and Southeast
region of the United States. To meet the purpose of ACP and SHP using the Transco Pipeline system,
significant modifications would be necessary. Up to 300 miles of new pipeline and compressor station
modifications would be required to connect supply areas to the Transco mainline. Additional upgrade of
the Transco mainline, including new compression and looping, would be necessary to increase capacity and
accommodate the volume of natural gas required for ACP. Construction of new mainline or lateral pipelines
would also be necessary to reach the same delivery points as ACP in southeastern Virginia (approximately
160 miles) and North Carolina (approximately 180 to 200 miles). The environmental impacts associated
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with these upgrades and new pipeline construction for the Transco system (a combined total of 640 to 680
miles of new pipeline) would likely be similar to the impacts of ACP and SHP, and we have not identified
or received any information that suggests the alternative would provide a significant environmental
advantage over ACP and SHP. Additionally, these modifications could not occur within a similar
timeframe as the proposed projects. For this reason, and the fact that the existing system does not meet
ACP’s project purpose, modifications to the existing Transco system are not considered a viable system
alternative.

3.2.2.2 Existing Columbia Gas Transmission System

The existing Columbia system delivers natural gas from supply areas in the Appalachian basin to
demand areas in southern Virginia, including the City of Chesapeake. The Columbia system has a capacity
to transport of an average of about 3 Bcf/d of natural gas. The FERC staff has determined that this capacity
is currently contracted as evidenced by Columbia’s own proposal for expansion in the area as described in
FERC Docket CP16-38 (WB XPress Project). Like the Transco scenario above, significant modifications
to the Columbia pipeline system would be necessary to meet the purpose of ACP and SHP. Similar pipeline
and compressor station modifications as those of SHP would be required to connect supply areas to the
Columbia pipeline system. About 400 miles of new pipeline loop would be required to reach the proposed
ACP delivery points in southern Virginia. Additional new pipeline construction would also be required to
reach the delivery points in North Carolina, much of which could be similar to the proposed AP-2 mainline
for ACP. The environmental impacts associated with construction of these facilities would likely be similar
to or greater than those of ACP, and we have not identified or received any information that suggests the
alternative would provide a significant environmental advantage over ACP and SHP. For this reason, and
the fact that the current system does not meet ACP’s purpose and need, modification of the Columbia
pipeline system is not considered a viable alternative to ACP and SHP.

3.2.2.3 Existing East Tennessee Natural Gas System

The East Tennessee pipeline system has the capacity to transport almost 1.9 Bcf/d of natural gas
and extends from western Tennessee to central and southern Virginia and northern North Carolina, where
it interconnects with the Transco pipeline system. The FERC staff has determined that this capacity is
currently contracted, and the addition of 1.44 Bcf/d would result in looping, new pipeline construction, and
new compression along the East Tennessee pipeline system. New pipeline construction would be required
to access the same supply areas as ACP (150 to 180 miles), and provide access to the same delivery points
as ACP in southern Virginia (210 to 230 miles) and North Carolina (190 to 210 miles). The environmental
impacts associated with the system upgrades and new pipeline construction (a minimum of between 550
and 620 miles of new pipeline) would likely be similar to or greater than those of ACP, and we have not
identified or received any information that suggests the alternative would provide a significant
environmental advantage over ACP and SHP. For this reason, and the fact that the current system does not
meet ACP’s purpose and need, modification of the existing East Tennessee system is not considered a
viable alternative to ACP and SHP.

3.2.3 Proposed Pipeline Projects

In addition to modifying existing pipeline systems, we considered the potential to make use of or
modify proposed natural gas pipeline transmission projects in the project area to meet the purpose and need
of ACP and SHP. There are currently two, viable, major natural gas transportation projects proposed in the
general vicinity of ACP and SHP: MVP and the WB XPress Project. An evaluation of the potential for
these projects to meet the purpose of ACP and SHP is provided in the following subsections.
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3.2.3.1 Proposed WB XPress Project

Columbia is proposing to construct and operate about 29 miles of various diameter pipelines in
multiple segments, modifications at seven existing compressor stations, and construction of two new
compressor stations, in West Virginia and Virginia. This WB XPress Project would enable Columbia to
increase gas transportation services to a major local distribution company and increase deliveries to third-
party interstate pipelines. The longest single pipeline segment would be 25.4 miles of 26-inch-diameter
replacement pipeline in Randolph and Pendleton Counties, West Virginia. Most of the new pipeline
segments would be constructed adjacent to Columbia’s existing WB pipeline. The WB XPress Project
would deliver up to 1.3 Bcf/d of natural gas and is currently under review by the FERC under Docket No.
CP16-38-000.

The WB XPress Project does not align with the delivery and receipt points of ACP and SHP and
would not have sufficient capacity to deliver the contracted volume of natural gas (2.74 Bcf/d) for both
ACP/SHP and WB Xpress customers. Therefore, we conclude the WB XPress Project is not a viable
alternative to ACP and SHP.

3.2.3.2 Proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline and Equitrans Expansion Projects

Mountain Valley Pipeline, LLC (Mountain Valley) proposes to construct and operate about 301
miles of 42-inch-diameter pipeline from Wetzel County, West Virginia to an interconnection with the
existing Transco pipeline system in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. This project, known as MVP, would
deliver up to 2 Bcf/d of natural gas to different end-users connected to the Transco system, including local
distribution companies, industrial users, and power generation facilities in the Appalachian, Mid-Atlantic,
and Southeast regions. MVP is currently under review by the FERC under Docket No. CP16-10-000.

To support MVP, Equitrans, L.P. (Equitrans) is proposing to construct and operate about 7.9 miles
of pipeline that would connect with MVP at the Webster Interconnect and Mobley Tap in Wetzel County,
West Virginia. This project, known as the Equitrans Expansion Project (EEP), proposes facilities with a
design capacity of 600,000 Dth/d. The EEP is currently under review by the FERC under Docket No.
CP16-13-000. Because MVP and EEP are interrelated, the FERC is analyzing both together in one joint
EIS. The draft EIS for MVP and EEP was issued on September 16, 2016, under FERC Accession No.
20160916-4001. While MVP and EEP would originate from the same region as ACP and SHP, each project
would serve different customers and end-use markets.

To meet the same objective as ACP and SHP, MVP/EEP would need to be expanded to provide an
additional 1.44 Bcf/d of natural gas and reach ACP delivery points in West Virginia, Virginia, and North
Carolina. This objective could conceptually be accomplished by either merging ACP and MVP into one
pipeline system or collocating the pipelines along similar routes. Merging of ACP with the proposed MVP
is analyzed below, while collocating ACP along MVP route is analyzed in section 3.3.1. FERC staff also
analyzed the potential for MVP to be merged with or collocated along ACP route in the MVP/EEP draft
EIS.

MVP Merged Systems Alternative

This system alternative would primarily follow the proposed MVP route and would require the
capacity of both MVP and ACP, a total of approximately 3.44 Bcf/d, to be transported through one large
diameter pipeline to Transco’s existing Compressor Station 165 in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. At this
delivery point, the alternative would continue to ACP delivery points in Virginia and North Carolina as
shown on figure 3.2.3-1.
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To meet the delivery requirements of both ACP and MVP, the following pipeline segments would
need to be constructed:

. 3.9 miles of 30-inch-diameter pipeline in Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania (i.e., the
TL-636 loopline, which is part of the proposed SHP);

. about 7 miles of 30-inch-diameter pipeline in Wetzel County, West Virginia to supply
natural gas from the Hastings Compressor Station to the starting point of MVP;

. 301 miles of either 42- or 48-inch-diameter pipeline along the proposed MVP route to
Transco Compressor Station 165;

. about 25 miles of small diameter lateral pipeline to connect the large diameter pipeline to
Atlantic’s Long Run M&R Station delivery point in Randolph County, West Virginia;

° about 112 miles of 42-inch-diameter pipeline to transport about 1.44 Bcf/d natural gas from
the Transco Compressor Station 165 to the Brunswick Power Station and onward to the
proposed ACP Compressor Station 3;

o 183 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline from ACP Compressor Station 3 to Robeson
County, North Carolina (i.e., Atlantic’s AP-2 mainline);

o 79.3 miles of 20-inch-diameter pipeline from ACP Compressor Station 3 to the City of
Chesapeake, Virginia (i.e., Atlantic’s AP-3 lateral); and

° 1.1 miles of 16-inch-diameter pipeline to the future Dominion Virginia Power (DVP)
electric generation facility (i.e., Atlantic’s AP-5 lateral).

In addition to the pipeline segments identified above, modification of Transco’s existing pipeline
system from its Compressor Station 165 to the proposed ACP Woods Corner M&R Station in Buckingham
County, Virginia may be required. If needed, the modifications could range from adding compression to
Transco’s existing system to looping the entire 65-mile-long pipeline segment. Assuming a full loop of the
Transco pipeline system is necessary between Transco’s Compressor Station 165 and Atlantic’s proposed
Woods Corner M&R Station, ACP and MVP merged systems alternative would require the construction of
about 777 miles of pipeline. The cumulative lengths of the EEP and MVP (309 total miles) and ACP and
SHP (641 miles) totals 950 miles. Therefore, the length of the merged system alternative would be 173
miles shorter than the cumulative mileage of each separate project.

Atlantic evaluated the feasibility of merging ACP and MVP into one pipeline system? by utilizing
either a 42-inch-diameter pipeline with 1,440 psig operating pressure; utilizing a 42-inch-diameter pipeline
with 2,075 psig operating pressure; or utilizing a 48-inch-diameter pipeline (operating pressure was not
specified). Atlantic concluded that utilizing a 42-inch-diameter pipeline would require thicker-walled pipe
or higher grade steel to withstand the increased operating pressure of the pipeline. According to Atlantic,
the higher operating pressure would restrict Atlantic’s ability to provide operational flexibility needs for
potential flow rate variations and line pack, and may prohibit any future expansion of the pipeline system.
As stated in section 2.7, ACP Foundation Shippers have a one-time right to request an increase in contracted
capacity by participation in an Optional Expansion totaling up to 500,000 Dth/d, and have requested a

1 Atlantic’s assessment can be found under FERC Accession No. 20151217-5026 at the following website location
(under the Files, select the PDF files titled “Public RR10 Alternatives 12-16.pdf):
http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20151217-5026.
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Second Expansion option contingent upon regulatory approvals. In addition, the improved pipe grade
would increase the weight of the pipe by approximately 43 percent, require larger construction equipment
to install the pipe, reduce the elasticity of the pipeline, increase the complexity of welding, and possibly
increase the duration of construction. Atlantic also stated that the increased operating pressure needed to
transport 3.44 Bcf/d through a 42-inch-diameter pipeline would require several additional compressor
stations.

Utilizing a 48-inch-diameter pipeline to transport the combined volumes of ACP and MVP would
also increase the weight and reduce the elasticity of the pipeline, increase the complexity of welding, require
greater trench excavations, increase the width of the construction workspace by at least 25 feet, and increase
construction complexity in steep terrain. However, the operating pressure and compression requirements
of this option would be reduced and may allow for future expansion of the system.

A 48-inch-diameter pipeline would encompass an area in the trench about 30 percent larger than a
42-inch-diameter pipeline, thereby displacing at least 30 percent more spoil. Although the Interstate
Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA, 1999) did not estimate construction right-of-way widths for
a 48-inch-diameter pipeline, which was non-typical at the time of the study, INGAA’s study did conclude
that an additional 15 feet of construction right-of-way width would be needed for a 40- to 42-inch-diameter
pipeline compared to a 30- to 36-inch-diameter pipeline. We have found in practice that these estimates
are generally accurate. This information is useful for comparative purposes. The study further noted that
other factors such as vertical slopes and side slopes, special erosion control requirements in steep areas, and
stockpiling of excess rock, typically would increase construction right-of-way widths even further. These
conditions would be found along ACP route, and we estimate that an additional 30 feet or more of extra
construction right-of-way width would be needed for a theoretical 48-inch-diameter pipeline.

The merged system alternative using 48-inch-diameter pipe would hold several environmental
advantages over constructing both projects separately, including increased collocation with existing utility
rights-of-way, avoidance of the MNF and GWNF, reduced crossings of the ANST and the BRP from two
to one, reduced number of access roads and contractor/pipe yards impacted, and less construction in karst
topography. Merging the pipeline systems would also reduce overall land impacts by minimizing the
number of access roads and contractor/pipe yards used, and by reducing the amount of permanently
maintained pipeline right-of-way. Despite these environmental advantages, construction of the merged
systems alternative would increase air and noise emissions due to the amount of additional compression
required to transport 3.44 Bcf/d through one pipeline.

In conclusion, construction and operation of merged system alternative may hold an environmental
advantage when compared to construction and operation of both ACP/SHP and MVP/EEP separately.
However, pursuing this alternative would require significant time for the planning and design, result in a
significant delay to the delivery of the 3.44 Bcf/d of natural gas to the proposed customers of both ACP and
MVP, and would limit the ability to provide additional gas to the projects’ customers. When the
environmental factors, technical feasibility, and ability to meet the purpose and need of the projects are
cumulatively considered, we do not find that the merged system alternative holds a significant advantage
over the proposed actions and have eliminated it from further consideration.

3.24 LNG Import/Export

LNG is transported daily throughout the world via LNG ship carriers. Currently, the Cove Point
and Elba Island LNG Terminals are the only operating LNG terminals near the projects. The Cove Point
LNG Terminal was recently approved to export 7.82 million metric tons per annum (1.0 Bcf/d on average)
of LNG to market. The Elba Island LNG Facility was recently approved to export about 2.5 million tons
per annum (0.33 Bcf/d) of LNG to market. Theoretically, LNG could be shipped from either or both
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terminals to an import facility that could service ACP customers. However, there are no plans to construct
and operate LNG import terminals that could reasonably service the project area. Additionally, the
combined delivery volumes of Cove Point and Elba Island terminals would not be sufficient to meet the
requested delivery volumes for ACP; therefore, significant modifications of the pipeline systems that
deliver natural gas to the terminals would be required, and significant pipeline facilities would need to be
constructed to deliver gas from a new import facility to delivery points for ACP. Due to these constraints,
we do not consider the use of LNG import/export facilities a viable alternative.

3.2.5 Use of Trucks and/or Rail

LNG in relatively small volumes is transported via truck and/or rail in many locations throughout
the United States, including ACP project area. Commercially available LNG tanker trucks have storage/
transmission capacities that average 10,850 gallons, and commercially available railway tankers have
storage/transmission capacities that average 30,680 gallons. Based on the capacities of these systems, it
would take approximately 1,674 trucks per day, or 592 railway tankers per day, to deliver the 1.44 Bcf/d of
gas to the proposed delivery points of ACP. In addition, liquefaction and vaporization facilities would need
to be constructed at the receipt and delivery points, respectively. Based on the number of trucks and/or rail
cars that would be needed to transport the projects volumes and the facilities, time, and cost necessary to
process and deliver these volumes, we have determined the use of this system would not be economically
practical and have eliminated it from further review.

3.3 MAJOR ROUTE ALTERNATIVES

We considered other routes for the projects to determine if the route alternatives would avoid or
reduce impacts on environmentally sensitive resources, including land use impacts. Route alternatives are
typically only recommended if the alternative confers a significant environmental advantage over the
proposed route. Otherwise, such an alternative merely represents a shift in impacts from one area or
resource to another, or from one set of landowners to a different set of landowners. Major route alternatives
are generally greater than 50 miles in length and can deviate from the proposed route by a significant
distance.

3.3.1 ACP and MVP Collocation

Several commentors recommended that ACP route be collocated along the proposed MVP route.
Similar to the merged systems alternative analyzed in section 3.2.3.2, the collocation alternative would
involve the construction of dual 42-inch-diameter pipelines along the proposed MVP pipeline route to
Transco’s existing Compressor Station 165 in Pittsylvania County, Virginia. At this delivery point, the
alternative would continue to ACP delivery points in Virginia and North Carolina as shown on figure
3.2.3-1. The same pipeline segments that are described in the merged systems alternative would need to be
constructed for this collocation alternative; however, instead of one 301-mile-long large diameter pipeline
along the MVP route, two separate 42-inch-diameter pipelines would be constructed adjacent to each other
along one utility right-of-way.

The collocation alternative would provide some environmental advantages, including increased
collocation along existing rights-of-way, avoidance of the MNF and GWNF, reduced crossings of the
ANST and the BRP from two to one, reduced construction within karst topography, and reduced access
roads and contractor and pipe yards impacts as these project areas could be utilized by each project.

The installation of two parallel pipelines for 301 miles would present significant constructability
issues as a portion of MVP route in northern West Virginia follows narrow ridgelines. Based on our review
of data, aerial photography, and topography, we conclude that there is insufficient space along most
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ridgelines in West Virginia to accommodate two parallel 42-inch-diameter pipelines. Therefore, the
advantages of collocating the two projects are reduced. Additionally, implementation of this alternative
would require significant planning and design, which would significantly delay the delivery of gas to
Atlantic’s customers. When the environmental factors, technical feasibility, and ability to meet the purpose
and need of the projects are cumulatively considered, we do not find that the collocation alternative offers
a significant advantage and do not recommend its adoption.

3.3.2  Multiple Electric Transmission Line Route Alternatives

Many stakeholders suggested that collocating with existing power lines would be generally
preferable to a new corridor; therefore, we analyzed a set of route alternatives that parallel portions of
various existing electric transmission lines across West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina. These
include the Hastings to Dooms, Dooms to Suffolk, and Pleasant Shade to St. Pauls alternatives, as well as
a route alternative that would begin at Dooms, follow a southeasterly transmission line corridor to Bremo
Bluff and south to Farmville in response to public comments received during scoping. We analyzed these
route alternatives separately and as a whole; to do so, we developed a new 12.9-mile-long “connector” route
from AP-1 MP 145.7 that follows an existing transmission line corridor to connect to Dooms in Augusta
County, Virginia, where three of the four analyzed segments either originate or terminate. We have
developed this route to generally avoid concentrated development in the town of Fisherville as well as the
Augusta County Source Water Protection District. This allows each segment to be analyzed as a stand-
alone segment as compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route. These route alternatives
are depicted on figure 3.3.2-1 and are further described below.

3.3.2.1 Hastings to Dooms

The Hastings to Dooms segment would originate at DETI’s existing Mockingbird Hill Compressor
Station (i.e., approximately at MP 33.6 of the proposed TL-635 loopline) near Hastings in Wetzel County,
West Virginia. The route alternative generally follows existing electric transmission line corridors north of
U.S. Highway 50 through Metz, Marion, Harrison, Taylor, and Preston Counties, West Virginia. West of
Rowlesburg, West Virginia, there are two transmission line corridor options: the northern corridor across
Preston County, West Virginia; Garrett County, Maryland; and Grant County, West Virginia, and the
southern route across Preston, Tucker, and Grant Counties, West Virginia. Both meet at Mount Storm Lake
and then follow other transmission lines across Grant, Hardy, and Pendleton Counties, West Virginia and
Rockingham and Augusta Counties, Virginia to terminate near Dooms. To be a stand-alone route
alternative, it would have to connect to the AP-1 mainline near MP 145.7 via a 12.9-mile-long connector
segment. Atlantic would also need to construct an approximate 32.6-mile-long pipeline loop for SHP that
starts at the beginning of the route alternative near the Mockingbird Hill Compressor Station to fulfill receipt
obligations to the south. In total, the Hastings to Dooms segment of the route alternative would measure
up to 250.2 miles in length (204.7 miles of mainline pipe from Hastings to Dooms, 32.6 miles of SHP loop,
and 12.9 miles of pipe from AP-1 MP 145.7 to Dooms).
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While transmission line corridors often offer an opportunity to increase collocation and decrease
habitat fragmentation and other greenfield impacts, this segment of the route alternative would offer unique
pipeline constructability issues that may not have been realized when the transmission lines were built, due
to the nature of pipeline construction practices. Long stretches of steep side slope between Hastings and
Mount Storm Lake, Allegheny Front, New Creek Mountain, Middle Mountain, Shenandoah Mountain, and
Second Mountain would require that the pipeline be routed away from the existing corridor to cross ridges
perpendicular to the slope and would add to the total length of the route alternative. This route alternative
also encroaches upon developed areas of Haywood/Lumberport, West Virginia; the area along State Road
28/55 in Grant County, West Virginia; Lilly in Rockingham County, Virginia; and Fisherville and Dooms
in Augusta County, Virginia, where residences and other buildings have built up adjacent to the existing
electric transmission line. Alternate routes to avoid these areas could increase the length and environmental
impact of the alternative, and end with non-collocated right-of-way, similar to the proposed route, just in a
different location, conferring no obvious advantage. Finally, the alternative route would cross an additional
1.0 mile of land owned by the GWNF, and it is likely that Atlantic would need to construct a new corridor
through the GWNF due to the amount of side slope construction that would be required along the existing
transmission corridor.

The Hastings to Dooms route alternative is 43.2 miles longer than the corresponding segment of
the proposed route and would introduce new routing concerns. Atlantic would likely not be able to optimize
collocation with the existing transmission lines in all cases, and some deviations from the transmission line
corridors could be significant, further decreasing the benefit of collocation and adding additional mileage
to the project. Although in many cases, steep slopes are not in themselves construction or routing
constraints, this alternative appears to only increase the number of steep slopes crossed while increasing
impacts to developed areas. Based on the factors analyzed above, we find that this route alternative would
not provide a significant environmental advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of
the project.

3.3.2.2 Dooms to Suffolk

The Dooms to Suffolk segment would originate near Dooms in Augusta County, Virginia and
would follow existing transmission lines across Augusta, Albemarle, Fluvanna, Cumberland, Powhatan,
Chesterfield, Dinwiddie, Prince George, Sussex, and Isle of Wight Counties, Virginia. To be a stand-alone
route alternative, it could to connect the AP-1 mainline near MP 145.7 via a 12.9-mile-long connector
segment. It would terminate at AP-3 MP 56.5. Atlantic would need to construct an additional 27-mile-
long pipeline to connect this route alternative back to AP-1 at MP 283.5 so that the pipeline could connect
to the AP-4 and AP-5 lateral delivery points and the AP-2 mainline. This segment would start near Carlson
and follow an existing electric transmission line south across Dinwiddie, Sussex, and Greensville Counties,
Virginia. In total, the Dooms to Suffolk segment of the route alternative is about 223.8 miles in length
(210.9 miles of mainline pipe from Dooms to Suffolk and the route to connect to AP-2, and 12.9 miles of
pipe from AP-1 MP 145.7 to Dooms).

While transmission line corridors often offer an opportunity to increase collocation and decrease
habitat fragmentation and other greenfield impacts, this segment of the route alternative presents unique
routing constraints that would limit opportunities for collocation. Atlantic would likely need to construct a
greenfield route to avoid NPS lands in the Shenandoah National Park and ANST crossings north of Front
Royal, Virginia, which could add about 20 miles to the route alternative. The route alternative also
encroaches upon developed lands near Yancey Mills in Albemarle County; Antioch in Fluvanna County;
Hamilton in Cumberland County; Red Land and Holly Hills in Powhatan County; Midlothian in
Chesterfield County; the area along the Appomattox River in Chesterfield and Dinwiddie Counties;
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Sutherland in Dinwiddie County; and the City of Suffolk. Atlantic would likely need to develop route
variations and adjustments to avoid these areas, which would add additional mileage.

The Dooms to Suffolk segment is 69.1 miles longer than the currently proposed ACP route and
there are unique land use constraints along the alternative. Atlantic would likely not be able to optimize
collocation with the existing transmission lines in all cases, and some deviations from the transmission line
corridors could be significant, further decreasing the benefit of collocation and adding additional mileage
to the Project. Based on the factors analyzed above, we find that this route alternative would not provide a
significant environmental advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.2.3 Dooms to Bremo to Farmville

We received comments during scoping that Atlantic should consider collocating a portion of the
AP-1 mainline with electric transmission lines from Dooms to Bremo and then to Farmville, Virginia. In
response to these comments, we reviewed a route alternative that would begin in Dooms and travel along
the transmission corridor to Bremo and head south along the electric transmission corridor to the
intersection of the proposed pipeline at AP-1 MP 216.1 north of Farmville. Commentors did not propose
a way to connect the AP-1 mainline to Dooms; therefore, we again used our 12.9-mile-long connector route
that starts at AP-1 MP 145.7 and ends at Dooms. The portion of the corridor starting at Dooms was analyzed
as part of the Dooms to Suffolk Route Alternative (see section 3.3.2.2) and the Lyndhurst to Farmville
Route Alternative (see section 3.3.7.2). In total, the Dooms to Bremo to Farmville route alternative
measures about 80.0 miles in length (67.1 miles of mainline pipe from Dooms to Bremo to Farmville and
12.9 miles of pipe from AP-1 MP 145.7 to Dooms).

While transmission line corridors often offer an opportunity to increase collocation and decrease
habitat fragmentation and other greenfield impacts, this segment of the route alternative presents routing
constraints that would limit opportunities for collocation. This segment encroaches upon developed lands
near Yancey Mills in Albemarle County and Antioch in Fluvanna County; greenfield route variations and
adjustments would thus likely be necessary to avoid developed lands. These same impacts would be
realized along the Dooms to Suffolk route alternative where their routes are shared.

The Dooms to Bremo to Farmville Route Alternative is 10.7 miles longer than the currently
proposed ACP route, and Atlantic would likely not be able to optimize collocation with the existing
transmission lines in all cases. These deviations from the transmission line corridors would decrease the
benefit of collocation and add additional mileage to the project. Based on the factors analyzed above, we
find that this route alternative would not provide a significant environmental advantage and do not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.2.4 Pleasant Shade to St. Pauls

The Pleasant Shade to St. Pauls Route Alternative would originate at approximate AP-1 MP 284 in
Brunswick County, Virginia. The route alternative then follows an existing electric transmission line south
across Brunswick County, Virginia through Northampton, Halifax, Warren, Franklin, Wake, Johnston,
Harnett, Cumberland and Robeson Counties, North Carolina to AP-2 MP 136.7. Atlantic would need to
construct additional laterals to reach established delivery points: the proposed AP-3 lateral would need to
be extended about 15 miles to the west, and laterals would need to be constructed to reach the Greensville
M&R Station (about 1 mile), the Smithfield M&R Station (about 19 miles), and the Fayetteville M&R
Station (about 3 miles). The Pleasant Shade to St Pauls segment of the route alternative is about 131.9
miles in length, and the laterals would increase the length of the route alternative by about 38 miles to 169.9
total miles. The route alternative would encounter developed areas along the transmission line corridors
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outside Raleigh, North Carolina, and Atlantic would likely need to construct avoidance routes to the east,
which would likely be greenfield and could further increase the length of the route alternative and decrease
the attempted benefits of collocation.

The considered Pleasant Shade to St Pauls segment and associated laterals are approximately 14.7
miles longer than the proposed ACP route. Atlantic would likely not be able to optimize collocation with
the existing transmission lines in all cases, and some deviations from the transmission line corridors could
be significant, further decreasing the benefit of collocation and adding additional mileage to the project.
Based on the factors analyzed above, we find that this route alternative would not provide a significant
environmental advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project. Furthermore,
Atlantic’s current proposed route near Fayetteville has been designed to further collocate with existing
transmission lines to the east of the city, which partially achieves the purpose of greater collocation along
the AP-2 mainline than Atlantic’s original route, while avoiding developed areas (see table 3.5-1).

Used alone or in any combination, these transmission line route alternatives would increase the
length of the projects. Itis likely that the lengths of the route alternatives would need to be further increased
during engineering to avoid developed areas. This would increase the area of environmental impact of the
projects, and the current state of development of these areas makes total collocation, the intent of the
alternatives, highly unlikely. We conclude that the Hasting to Dooms, Dooms to Suffolk, Dooms to Bremo
to Farmville, and Pleasant Shade to St Pauls segments, used alone or in any combination, do not confer a
significant environmental or technical advantage when compared to the proposed route. We also find that
Atlantic’s other attempts to collocate with transmission lines (for example, the route variation near
Fayetteville [see table 3.5-1]) offer more environmental advantage while not increasing human impacts,
and we support those efforts.

3.3.3 Interstate and Highway Route Alternatives

In its FERC application, Atlantic considered collocating the proposed pipeline facilities alongside
existing highways to maximize placement alongside existing linear corridors. These ideas were echoed by
stakeholders during scoping; we also considered how these rights-of-way could be used to reduce habitat
fragmentation. While natural gas pipelines may be sited adjacent to, but outside of a highway right-of-way,
highway route alternatives present numerous construction challenges, including traversing roadway
overpasses and underpasses, large interchange areas congested with commercial and residential
developments, following switchbacks, and construction alongside roads that are adjacent to waterbodies.
Furthermore, the use of interstate highway rights-of-way to accommodate public utilities is permissible
only if the utility is in the public interest, the utility would not interfere with the safe and free flow of traffic,
and the utility would not conflict with future expansions or uses of the highway. Four highway and
interstate alternatives were evaluated for the projects and are depicted on figure 3.3.3-1 and described
below.
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. Interstate 64/Interstate 79/ Route Alternative: This alternative would collocate a
portion of the AP-1 mainline with Interstate 64 and Interstate 79. The route alternative
follows Interstate 79 south and west from AP-1 MP 13.9 to join Interstate 64 in Charleston,
West Virginia, then southeast through Beckley, Lexington, and Staunton Counties, West
Virginia to AP-1 MP 141.2. The route alternative is about 279.9 miles in length, which is
123.5 miles longer than the corresponding segment of the proposed route. We also
considered a variation of this route alternative that follows Interstate 79 from AP-1 MP
13.9 until it intersects with U.S. Highway 19. It follows Highway 19 south until it intersects
with Interstate 79 to AP-1 MP 141.2. This variation of the route alternative is about 247.7
miles in length, which is 91.3 miles longer than the corresponding segment of the proposed
route.

. U.S. Highway 250 Alternative: This alternative would collocate a portion of the AP-1
mainline with U.S. Highway 250. The route alternative follows U.S. Highway 250
southeast from AP-1 MP 47.4 near Huttonsville, West Virginia to Augusta County,
Virginia near AP-1 MP 129.2. The route alternative is approximately 89.1 miles in length,
which is 22.2 miles shorter than the corresponding segment of the proposed route.

. Interstate 64/ Interstate 295/Interstate 95 Alternative: This alternative would collocate
a portion of the AP-1 mainline with Interstate 64, Interstate 295, and Interstate 95. The
route alternative follows Interstate 64 south from AP-1 MP 141.2 to Richmond, Virginia,
then follows Interstate 295 north and east to Interstate 95, and then follows Interstate 95
south to Greensville County, Virginia and AP-1 MP 293.1. The route alternative is
approximately 181.7 miles in length, which is 29.8 miles longer than the corresponding
segment of the proposed route. This route also would require an additional lateral to
connect to the Brunswick County M&R station, which resulting in an additional 46 miles
of pipeline. Two additional alternatives that utilize the Interstate 64 corridor through
Rockfish Gap are analyzed in section 3.3.7.

. Interstate 95 Alternative: This alternative would collocate a portion of the AP-1 and AP-2
mainlines with Interstate 95. The route alternative follows Interstate 95 south in
Greensville County, Virginia from AP-1 MP 293.1 to AP-2 MP 164.1. The route
alternative is approximately 152.9 miles in length, which is 21.7 miles shorter than the
corresponding segment of the proposed route. While this route would shorten the
corresponding segments of the AP-1 and AP-2 mainlines this route also would require
increasing the AP-3 lateral by 4 miles, resulting in a total of 17.7 fewer miles of pipeline.

We conclude that the Interstate 79/Interstate 64 and Interstate 64/Interstate 295/Interstate 95 route
alternatives are not feasible because they would add significant length to the project. Both routes also
encroach upon commercial and residential areas that have become established alongside the highways, and
encounter steep slopes over more miles than the proposed route. Both routing constraints would likely
require Atlantic to deviate from the highway corridors, which would reduce the benefits of collocation and
add additional mileage to the route, as well as additional environmental impact. Therefore, we have
eliminated these routes from further consideration.

Numerous commentors, as well as FERC Staff, requested that an alternative route be evaluated that
would place a portion of the pipeline route within or adjacent to the U.S. Highway 250 corridor, thereby
reducing the need for disturbance in greenfield areas. The U.S. Highway 250 Route Alternative is 22.2
miles shorter than the proposed route. However, Atlantic has advised that construction along the U.S.
Highway 250 route is not feasible due to the steep, mountainous terrain and highway switchback turns that
follow contours and cross side-slopes. Atlantic would likely need to make route adjustments that deviate
from the highway up and over ridgelines that would increase the length and reduce the benefits of
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collocation. Because many portions of the road are alongside waterbodies, Atlantic would likely need to
construct parallel to the waterbodies (which is not desirable, and indeed is contraindicated by the FERC
Procedures), or cross waterbodies in numerous locations, which would increase the potential for erosion
and sedimentation impacts from water flowing downhill across the construction right-of-way and into the
waterbody. This would also make compliance problematic with section V.B.3 of the FERC Procedures,
which state that the route is to be designed to minimize stream crossings and that the company should
maintain at least 15 feet of undisturbed vegetation between the waterbody and construction right-of-way.
The alternative is also similar to the former route through the MNF and GWNF; therefore, it would likely
cross areas with similar habitats and special protections that led to the FS decision to not approve that route.
Finally, U.S. Highway 250 travels through Huttonsville, Durbin, and Bartow, West Virginia; and Monterey,
McDowell, Head Waters, West Augusta, Lone Fountain, and Churchville, Virginia. Atlantic would seek
to avoid these commercial and residential developments, which would increase the overall length of the
alternative. Although commentors have suggested that collocating with this existing right-of-way would
reduce impacts on landowners, it would merely transfer impacts from one set of landowners to another,
while increasing the overall length of the route (and therefore the environmental disturbance), adding
impacts on residential and commercial areas, and introducing constructability concerns.

Numerous commentors also requested that an alternative route be evaluated that would place a
portion of the pipeline route within or adjacent to the Interstate 95 corridor, thereby reducing the need for
disturbance in greenfield areas. The Interstate 95 route alternative would be a total of 17.7 miles shorter
than the corresponding segments of AP-1 and AP-2 mainlines. A preliminary examination of this route
appears to offer the opportunity for significant environmental benefit. However, the Interstate 95 corridor
is highly developed in this area as it passes through or near Roanoke Rapids, Rocky Mount, Wilson, Selma,
Smithfield, Benson, Dunn, and Fayetteville, North Carolina. About 50 entry/exit ramps are present along
this stretch of the highway, and large segments of greenfield corridor would be necessary to avoid these
developed areas (gas stations, restaurants, industrial or commercial facilities, etc.), which would increase
the length of the pipeline and reduce or eliminate the benefits of collocation. Furthermore, we note that
Atlantic’s proposed route is already collocated along this stretch of the AP-2 mainline near Fayetteville.

The DOT, Federal Highway Administration (FHA) has historically prohibited installation of
utilities within medians and rights-of-way of access-controlled highways. However, FHA policy has been
revised recently that permits states to determine if utility facilities can be placed within these rights-of-way
(FHA, 2014). In West Virginia, the West Virginia Department of Transportation (WVDOT) has established
a policy for utilities, except for telecommunications facilities, that prohibits the longitudinal installation of
utilities within controlled-access highway rights-of-way (WVDOT, 2007). Similarly, the Virginia
Department of Transportation has instituted policies that prohibit the longitudinal installation of utilities
within controlled access highway rights-of-way except in strictly defined situations that would likely not
apply to natural gas pipelines (i.e., parallel installations that do not involve tree removal or severe tree
trimming) (Virginia Department of Transportation [VDOT], 2011). We find that these factors, combined
with the constructability and human impacts noted above for all highway alternatives, would not provide a
significant environmental advantage, and we do not recommend that they be incorporated as part of the
project.

3.3.4 National Forest Route Alternatives
3.3.4.1 National Forest Avoidance Route Alternatives

A significant factor in siting ACP was the location at which the pipeline would cross the ANST.
In the general project area, the ANST is located on lands managed by either the NPS or FS. The NPS has
indicated that it does not have the authority to authorize a pipeline crossing of the ANST on its lands.
Instead, legislation proposed by Congress and signed into law by the President would be necessary to allow
the NPS the authority to review, analyze, and approve a pipeline crossing of the ANST onits lands. Because
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of this legislative process, Atlantic considered locations where the ANST was located on lands acquired
and administered by the FS, which significantly constrained the pipeline route and severely limits
opportunities for avoiding and/or minimizing the use of NFS lands.

The proposed crossing of the MNF and GWNF received a considerable amount of comment and
criticism from stakeholders, and accordingly, resulted in several evaluated route alternatives and variations.
Numerous stakeholders requested that the pipeline be routed to avoid NFS lands altogether. Routing ACP
to the south of the MNF and GWNF would increase the pipeline route by about 43 miles. Generally, as the
length of a pipeline route is increased, the amount of environmental impacts on various resources are
concurrently increased. However, we acknowledge that a shorter pipeline route could conceptually have
significantly greater qualitative impacts on sensitive resources than a longer route, which could make the
longer route preferable. In this instance, we have not identified or received any information that suggests
the shorter pipeline route through the National Forests has significantly greater impacts on sensitive
resources than the alternative, but acknowledge that ground resource surveys have not been conducted.
Therefore, as currently analyzed, we do not recommend that an alternative south of the National Forests be
incorporated as part of the project.

A route alternative to the north of the MNF and GWNF, along with other federal lands such as the
Shenandoah National Park and Canaan Valley National Wildlife Refuge, would be approximately 15 miles
longer than the corresponding segments of ACP and SHP. Similar to routing south of the National Forests,
we do not find that avoidance of the National Forests would provide a significant environmental advantage
when compared to the shorter proposed pipeline route through the National Forests. We also acknowledge
that although the route would avoid designated National Forest lands, many of the same forest habitats and
waterbodies would be crossed by the alternative, along with similar mountainous terrain. Therefore, we do
not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.4.2 Former National Forest Route

Atlantic has analyzed and adopted numerous route alternative and variations within the National
Forests since the pre-filing process was initiated in November 2014. The most notable of these route
adoptions occurred in March 2016 when Atlantic filed an amended FERC application and adopted the major
route alternative entitled GWNF6. Atlantic adopted the GWNF6 route after the FS stated it would not
approve Atlantic’s former route through the National Forests. Specifically, the FS issued a letter to Atlantic
on January 19, 2016, stating Atlantic’s route did not meet the minimum requirements of initial screening
criteria found in 36 CFR 251.54(e)(1)(i) and (ii), the route included inconsistencies with Forest Plan
direction, and that Atlantic must develop and evaluate system and/or route alternatives that avoid the Cheat,
Back Allegheny, and Shenandoah Mountains, and Cow Knob salamander habitat. When compared to
Atlantic’s originally proposed route, which included three HDD crossings that were designed to drill under
the majority of Cow Knob salamander habitat, the GWNF6 route is generally 15 miles south of its former
location through the National Forests (see figure 3.3.4-1).

Atlantic began civil, environmental, and cultural resources surveys of the GWNF6 route in spring
and summer 2016. Through these surveys, discussions with private landowners, and continued consultation
with the FS, Atlantic made several small modifications to the GWNF6 route to address stakeholder concerns
and avoid resources. We have found Atlantic’s adoption or rejection of these route modifications
acceptable and have identified the adopted modifications in table 3.5-1; the associated environmental
impacts of these adopted modifications are included as part of the overall analysis in section 4 of this EIS.
Figure 3.3.4-1 depicts Atlantic’s current and preferred route through the National Forests in relation to
Atlantic’s former route through the National Forests.
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Because Atlantic adopted the GWNF6 route, we have received several comments suggesting
Atlantic’s former route through the National Forests is preferable to the currently proposed route. While
Atlantic’s current route is 31.8 miles longer than the former route, and may inherently have more
generalized environmental impacts than the former route (i.e., forest clearing, waterbody crossings, karst
topography, steep slope construction, private landowners affected, and air emissions, among other factors),
the FS’ January 19, 2016 letter indicated that the FS could not approve the former route because of impacts
on highly sensitive resources and because the former route would not be consistent with Forest Plan
direction. Therefore, we find that Atlantic’s originally proposed route through the National Forests would
not meet the project objective (essentially resulting in the no-action alternative), and we do not recommend
that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.4.3 Appalachian National Scenic Trail and Blue Ridge Parkway Contingency Crossing

Atlantic is proposing to cross the BRP and ANST using the HDD crossing method. In this area,
the ANST is located on lands acquired and administered by the FS. Figure 3.3.4-2 depicts the location of
the proposed HDD and contingent direct pipe workspaces and entry/exit locations. The proposed entry
workspace for the HDD is about 2,500 feet south of the BRP and the exit workspace would be about 1,300
feet north of the ANST. These workspaces would be located on private lands; therefore, the HDD method
would not result in land disturbances within the GWNF or on land administered by the NPS.

Atlantic and its drilling consultant, J.D. Hair and Associates, have completed a geotechnical
subsurface investigation at the HDD crossing location and have determined the proposed drill path would
be constructed primarily through granodiorite bedrock and metamorphosed basalt. While completing a
4,639-foot-long HDD through these substrates is time consuming, the ability to maintain structural integrity
of the drill hole and complete the drill is increased. However, we acknowledge that there is some inherent
risk with the HDD method and unknown factors can cause a HDD to fail, and alluvium at the entry and exit
locations could complicate the drilling process. If the proposed HDD fails, Atlantic has identified
contingency crossing options? that it would implement to complete the crossing of the BRP and ANST as
described below.

Atlantic’s first contingency option is to realign the drill path and attempt a second HDD crossing.
Atlantic would use the same entry and exit points to complete the second attempt, or would slightly shift
the entry and exit positions to avoid local geologic factors that may have caused the initial drill to fail.
Atlantic stated that any such shift in the entry and/or exit points would not require additional workspace or
land impacts. We acknowledge that this contingency option would not result in additional significant
environmental impacts; however, it would increase the duration for completing the BRP and ANST
crossing.

Atlantic’s second contingency option is to cross the BRP and ANST using the direct pipe method
(see section 2.3.3.2). This option would require about 3,996 feet of the pipeline to be installed by standard
upland construction methods up the north and south side of the hillside to the identified direct pipe entry
and exit points. Figure 3.3.4-2 depicts the location of the proposed HDD and contingent direct pipe
workspaces and entry/exit locations. The entry workspace would be about 600 feet south of the BRP, and
the exit workspace would be about 400 feet north of the ANST. These workspaces would be located on
private lands; therefore, the direct pipe method would not result in land disturbances within the GWNF or
on land administered by the NPS.

2 Atlantic’s Contingency Plan for the Proposed Crossing of the BRP and ANST can be found under FERC Accession
No. 20160804-5169 at the following website location:
http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20160804-5169.
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When compared to the proposed HDD crossing method, the direct pipe crossing option would result
in an additional 3,996 feet (12.3 acres) of cleared pipeline right-of-way (2,124 feet [6.8 acres] on the entry
side (south side) and 1,872 feet [5.5 acres] on the exit side (north side) of the mountain). Atlantic would
improve an existing logging/access road off Beech Grove Road to transport equipment and personnel to the
entry workspace, which would result in an additional 2 acres of forest impact. Access to the exit side would
occur along the proposed pipeline construction right-of-way. Implementing this contingency option would
increase the duration of project activities and the resulting air, noise, and traffic impacts from these activities
near the ANST, BRP, Wintergreen Resort, and other residences and businesses in the area.

Should the Direct Pipe option be required, the pipeline right-of-way would be visible along select
portions of Beach Grove Road, Mt. Torrey Road, Reeds Gap Road; by various residences and business
along these roads (i.e., Fenton Inn); by residences along the northern portion of Fortunes Ridge; and from
other observation points on adjacent mountain ridges. The workspaces required for the Direct Pipe option
would not be visible from the BRP and ANST.

In conclusion, the Direct Pipe option would be implemented if multiple HDD attempts fail.
Resulting impacts would include 12.3 acres of forest land impacts, visual impacts associated with a new
pipeline right-of-way further up the mountain, and an extension of local air, noise, and traffic impacts
associated with completing the Direct Pipe crossing. The Direct Pipe option would not impact NFS lands,
the BRP, or the permitting requirements to cross under the BRP and ANST. While several commentors
have recommended alternative routes to avoid crossing the BRP and ANST at this location (described
throughout section 3), we find the implementation of the Direct Pipe option would provide a suitable
contingency plan should multiple attempts of the HDD fail. The FS indicated that it believes the HDD
would be feasible as proposed by Atlantic, and that the Direct Pipe option is a feasible contingency option.

3.3.,5 Stuarts Draft Route Alternatives

Several stakeholders, including the Augusta County Board of Supervisors, requested an alternative
route that would increase the distance between the proposed route and a three-school complex in Stuarts
Draft, Virginia while avoiding source water protection zones in Augusta County. Three alternative routes
were analyzed to avoid the three-school complex (see figure 3.3.5-1).

Stuarts Draft Alternative 1 would increase the overall distance of the pipeline from the three schools
in Stuarts Draft. However, the alternative would be 5.7 miles longer; would affect more forest land,
perennial waterbodies, wetlands, Commonwealth land, and conservation easement; and would cross an
additional 3.5 miles of source water protection zone than the proposed route.

Stuarts Draft Alternative 2 would also increase the overall distance of the pipeline from the three
schools and would reduce the length of forest land crossed by 0.6 mile. However, the alternative is 2.4
miles longer; would affect more perennial waterbodies, wetlands, Commonwealth land, and conservation
easement; and would cross an additional 3.5 miles of source water protection zone than the proposed route.

Stuarts Draft Alternative 3 would increase the overall distance of the pipeline from the three
schools. However, the alternative is 1.8 miles longer and would cross an additional 1.4 miles of source
water protection zone than the proposed route. The remaining environmental considerations between the
two routes are similar.

The proposed AP-1 mainline route is 0.5, 0.7, and 0.9 mile from the three schools in Stuarts Draft.
We do not anticipate that construction and operation of the pipeline along the currently proposed route
would have a noticeable impact on these schools. Additionally, based on the increased environmental
impacts summarized above, we find that the alternative routes would not provide a significant
environmental advantage and do not recommend that they be incorporated as part of the project.
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3.3.6  Wingina District Route Alternatives

Over the course of project planning, Atlantic considered several route options to cross the James
River and route around the multiple environmental constraints in Nelson and Buckingham Counties,
Virginia. Early efforts reflected Atlantic’s desire to avoid the Norwood-Wingina Rural Historic District
(Wingina District), which has been recommended for listing on the Virginia Landmarks Register and
recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP. During the scoping process for this EIS, FERC received
comments suggesting that Atlantic develop a route that avoids the historic district. These comments
resulted in the originally proposed route presented in Atlantic’s application (referred to here as the Wingina
District 1 Route Alternative), which completely avoids the historic district. The Wingina District 1 Route
Alternative deviates from the AP-1 mainline north of James River Road near MP 183.2, where it heads east
and crosses the James River WMA and the James River. Once in Buckingham County, the route alternative
heads southeasterly across the Henrico Reservoir wetland mitigation site boundary and mitigation wetlands
until reconnecting with the AP-1 mainline near Warminster Church Road at MP 186.6.

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) requested during a February 2016
meeting that Atlantic further evaluate an alternate route along the northern boundary of the James River
WMA, which resulted in Atlantic’s development of the Wingina District 2 Route Alternative. This
alternative leaves the AP-1 mainline near MP 180.3 and travels southeasterly along the northeastern edge
of the WMA boundary before crossing the James River. The route alternative comes within 0.25 mile of
the Yogaville Satchidananda Ashram and crosses residential areas associated with this development. The
alternative then heads south, skirting the edge of the Henrico Reservoir wetland mitigation property before
aligning with the Wingina District 1 Route Alternative near MP 186.6. These route alternatives are depicted
on figure 3.3.6-1 and impacts from the route alternatives as compared to the corresponding segment of the
proposed route are presented in table 3.3.6-1.

TABLE 3.3.6-1
Analysis of the Wingina District Route Alternatives
Wingina District 1 Wingina District 2 Proposed

Features Unit Route Alternative Route Alternative Route
Length miles 6.0 6.1 6.5
Roads crossed number 13 14 13
James River WMA land crossed miles 14 0.0 1.2
Forested land crossed miles 5.3 4.4 5.3
Wetlands crossed miles 0.2 0.3 0.2
Intermittent waterbodies crossed number 9 7 10
Perennial waterbodies crossed number 2 2 2
Warminster Historic District miles 0.3 2.7 0.9
Henrico Reservoir mitigation wetlands crossed miles 0.1 0.0 0.0
Henrico Reservoir mitigation stream buffers crossed miles 0.3 0.0 0.0
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The lengths of the Wingina District 1 and 2 Route Alternatives are 0.3 and 0.4 mile shorter than
their corresponding segment of the proposed route, respectively. All routes cross a similar number of
wetlands, waterbodies, and roads. Impacts on the James River would be avoided by all routes through
Atlantic’s use of the HDD method. The Wingina District 2 Route Alternative baseline route crosses less
forested land than Wingina District 1 Route Alternative or the proposed route. The Wingina District 2
Route Alternative would have the greatest impact on the Warminster Historic District; impacts on the
district’s features near the James River would be avoided by use of the HDD method along the proposed
route or Wingina District 1 Route Alternative. In September 2015, the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources (VDHR) determined that this area was eligible for listing on the NRHP because of the
archeological remains of Monacan Indians and African Americans.

Atlantic’s proposed route optimizes the crossing of the Henrico Reservoir wetland mitigation site
as compared to the Wingina District 1 Route Alterative. The James River HDD has been designed to travel
under the mitigation wetlands, which would avoid impacts; however, there would still be clearing and
trenching activities across the stream buffers. The proposed route would not cross any of mitigation
wetlands or stream buffers but would still cross the site boundaries, which we find appropriately mitigates
the impacts on this site.

The proposed route crosses both wooded uplands and wooded bottomland along the James River
within the WMA.. The route crosses a railroad, Midway Mills Lane, and the James River Loop trail within
the WMA. The stretch of the James River along the WMA attracts anglers, and a boat ramp lies about 0.5
mile downstream from the proposed crossing of the river. The VDGIF has expressed concern that the
wetland and wildlife habitats along the proposed route may be more vulnerable to project impacts than
other portions of the WMA.

As described in section 4.8.5.2, the VDGIF and FWS’ Division of Wildlife and Sport Fish
Restoration have jointly determined that, as proposed, the construction and operation of the ACP would
result in interference of the authorized purposes of the restoration program and could jeopardize the
VDGIF’s eligibility for future grant funding. As such, the FWS recommends that Atlantic avoid the James
River WMA, or replace the affected property with another property “that is at least of equal economic value
and has fish, wildlife, and public use benefits consistent with the purposes of the original grant.”

We received comments that there is a mausoleum and scattered unmarked graves throughout the
WMA in an area approximately 60 feet from ACP construction workspace within the WMA; Atlantic has
consulted with the VDHR regarding this site. The VDHR has requested that Atlantic use probing, backhoe
stripping, or other methods to confirm that unmarked graves are not present outside the limits of the known
mausoleum/cemetery. The area was visited by an archaeological survey team contracted by Atlantic in
December 2015 to define the limits of the site based on visual observations. Atlantic would conduct
additional work around the perimeter of this site to determine if unmarked graves are present and to confirm
the cemetery boundaries. No burials would be excavated if identified. Atlantic would file the results of
this survey with FERC, when available.

We are also aware of the efforts of Atlantic, the VDGIF, and the FWS to develop a route and
construction plan through the WMA that addresses the concerns of the VDGIF. Some of these concerns
include avoidance of sensitive management areas, limitations on construction timeframe and season to
reduce impacts on users, reduction of impacts related to the HDD crossing of the James River, appropriate
restoration of the pipeline right-of-way with shrubs and seed mixes that enhance wildlife habitat,
maintenance of federal funding opportunities, and minimization of disruptions to the ongoing wildlife
habitat management programs and recreational activities. We have reviewed correspondence between
Atlantic and VDGIF regarding this crossing and are satisfied that both parties are working together to
develop a route across the WMA that addresses the concerns of the VDGIF.
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We find that the proposed route offers advantages over the Wingina District 1 Route Alternative.
The proposed route appropriately mitigates environmental and human impacts through a shorter and
optimized crossing of the James River WMA and an avoidance of the wetland and stream features within
the Henrico Reservoir wetland mitigation site, while minimizing impacts on private landowners, nearby
communities, and the Wingina and Warminster Historic Districts.

The Wingina District 2 Route Alternative, although developed in a response to minimize impacts
on the WMAs and address concerns of the VDGIF, would present its own unique impacts. Routing along
the northeast border of the James River WMA would increase impacts on historic structures and properties
within the Warminster Rural Historic District. This alternate route also crosses the James River in
proximity to the Yogaville Satchidananda Ashram, which has been designated a Historic District by the
VDHR. We received several comments during project scoping concerning the proximity of the pipeline to
this community; adoption of this route alternative would bring the route closer to the residential areas
surrounding the main facilities.

The VDGIF has acknowledged that Atlantic and its consultants continue to work cooperatively
with the VDGIF to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential impacts related to the proposed route through the
James River WMA. We anticipate that further discussion and negotiation may result in additional minor
route modifications, and/or additional construction best management practices (BMPs) may be developed
to address agency concerns and allow the facilities to be constructed within the WMA. Should this be the
case, Atlantic would need to file a revision with the FERC that outlines any shifts in alignment or VDGIF-
recommended construction and mitigation requirements. These modifications would be subject to FERC
review and approval prior to Certificate issuance. If an easement cannot be secured within the WMA, a
route outside the WMA may be required. Similarly, Atlantic would need to file a route revision with the
FERC that outlines any shifts in alignment, along with an environmental and cultural assessment of the
revision.

3.3.7 Rockfish Gap Route Alternatives

Numerous stakeholders have requested that ACP be routed through Rockfish Gap to avoid resource
impacts within the greater Wintergreen area and the Rockfish Valley. Stakeholder-recommended
alternatives through Rockfish Gap include Alternative 28 and Lyndhurst to Fishersville. The locations of
these alternatives are provided on figure 3.3.7-1, and each alternative is analyzed below.

3.3.7.1 Alternative 28

Alternative 28 was proposed by the Friends of Wintergreen to avoid project impacts around the
greater Wintergreen area and to minimize steep slope construction. Alternative 28 deviates from the
proposed pipeline at AP-1 MP 134.2 and follows Highway 254 to the east for 1.8 miles to Highway 262,
where it turns southeast for 4.7 miles along Highway 262 to Interstate 64. The alternative route then follows
Interstate 64 southeast and crosses the BRP and the ANST at Rockfish Gap. The route then turns south
into the Rockfish Valley along Highways 692 and 151, then turns south again along Highway 6 and
Interstate 29 where it merges with the proposed pipeline at AP-1 MP 169.0. Alternative 28 is 39.2 miles
long, compared to the corresponding 34.6-mile-long segment of the proposed ACP.
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The Friends of Wintergreen provided a vertical profile analysis of Alternative 28 and the
corresponding segment of the proposed route, and concluded the profile along the alternative route crosses
fewer steep slopes. While we concur, the analysis does not consider the amount and degree of side slope
construction that would be required along Interstate 64 as it crosses Rockfish Gap. In this area, the interstate
corridor has been carved into the mountainside, and extreme side-slope construction (i.e., significant
grading, large workspaces, and large spoil staging areas) would be required to install the pipeline adjacent
to the interstate. In addition, residential and commercial development along Highways 254, 151, 6, and
Interstate 64 would prevent the installation of a 42-inch-diameter pipeline in many areas. Therefore, the
alternative route would have to be modified in many areas to avoid construction constraints, which reduces
the collocation advantages that this route could offer.

Completion of a HDD or bore under the BRP and ANST at Rockfish Gap is a critical component
in determining the viability of alternatives through Rockfish Gap. A consultant for the Friends of
Wintergreen concluded that a 500-foot-long HDD could be completed from a starting location west of the
railroad tunnel. FERC staff conducted a site visit at Rockfish Gap in 2015 to review potential pipeline
installation options. Based on our review, it is apparent that completion of a HDD or bore under the BRP
and ANST at Rockfish Gap would be constrained by steep topography, structures, roads, bridges, a railroad
tunnel, and limited locations for workspace outside of NPS lands and workspace necessary to fabricate the
pull-back section of pipe, and ultimately may be infeasible.

The Friends of Wintergreen stated its concern with the location of the proposed pipeline in relation
to the Wintergreen Resort road entrance. Atlantic would cross Beech Grove Road using the bore crossing
method. This crossing would be limited in duration and should not affect access to the Wintergreen Resort.
The Friends of Wintergreen have also expressed concerns that a pipeline explosion at or near the resort
entrance could jeopardize the ability to evacuate the area, because Wintergreen Drive is the only road into
or out of Wintergreen Resort. Because the pipeline would be constructed and operated in accordance with
federal regulations and federal oversight, we conclude that constructing and operating the pipeline facilities
would not significantly impact public safety.

The Friends of Wintergreen, along with other stakeholders, have expressed concerns that the visual
impact of the temporary and permanent pipeline right-of-way would deter tourism, property development,
and resort development. We conclude in section 4.9.5 that the projects would not result in significant or
adverse impacts on recreational or special interest areas in Wintergreen and the Rockfish Valley. As such,
and given the relative short timeframe for construction, we conclude the projects would not result in
significant or adverse long-term impacts on tourism.

Based on the factors analyzed above, and the fact that Alternative 28 is 4.6 miles longer than the
proposed route, we find that it would not provide a significant environmental advantage and do not
recommend that Alternative 28 be incorporated as part of the project. It should be noted that Alternative
28 would cross the ANST on NPS-administered lands, and the Congressional and Presidential approval
process that would be required to construct the alternative across the ANST (see section 3.3.4.1, above)
was not a significant factor in our decision.

3.3.7.2 Lyndhurst to Farmville Alternative

Subsequent to its recommendation for Alternative 28, the Friends of Wintergreen recommended an
additional alternative that would utilize the Interstate 64 and Rockfish Gap corridor to avoid the
Wintergreen area (see figure 3.3.7-1). This Lyndhurst to Farmville Alternative deviates from the proposed
pipeline near AP-1 MP 148 and heads northeast through the city of Lyndhurst to the Interstate 64 corridor.
The route then turns west and follows the Interstate 64 corridor and an existing railroad right-of-way until
it intersects with the Dooms/Bremo electric transmission line near Yancey Mills. The alternative then
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travels about 32 miles along the transmission corridor to Weber City and heads south along the electric
transmission corridor to the intersection of the proposed pipeline at AP-1 MP 215.0 north of Farmville.
The Lyndhurst to Farmville Alternative is 75.3 miles in length compared to the corresponding segment of
the proposed ACP, which is 67.6 miles long.

The Lyndhurst to Farmville Alternative would substantially increase the amount of collocation with
existing road and utility rights-of-way. However, the alternative would need to be modified to avoid
construction constraints within Lyndhurst and along the Interstate 64 corridor. As previously stated in
section 3.3.7.1, completion of a HDD or bore under the BRP and ANST at Rockfish Gap is constrained and
likely impractical. Although the alternative would increase collocation with existing road and utility rights-
of-way, we find that the additional 7.7 miles of length and construction constraints would not provide a
significant environmental advantage. Additionally, because constructing and operating the pipeline
facilities would not significantly impact public safety or adversely affect tourism, and we find the proposed
route acceptable and do not recommend that the alternative be incorporated as part of the project. Similar
to above, the Congressional and Presidential approval process that would be required to construct the
alternative across the ANST was not a significant factor in our decision.

3.3.8 Love’s Gap Alternatives

Similar to the Rockfish Gap alternatives, we received several comments that ACP should be routed
through Love’s Gap to avoid resource impacts within the greater Wintergreen and Rockfish Valley area.
Three primary alternatives were proposed through Love’s Gap to address these concerns: Love’s Gap
Highway 56, Lyndhurst to EIma, and GWNF6 Route 56. The locations of these alternative are shown on
figure 3.3.8-1, and each alternative is analyzed in the following subsections.

3.3.8.1 Love’s Gap Route 56 Route Alternative

At AP-1 MP 157.1, the Love’s Gap Route 56 Alternative heads southwest along Highway 814
through a slightly rising valley to the BRP. The alternative crosses the BRP near Campbells Mountain
Road and descends to the south along Highway 814 to the intersection of Highway 56. Following Highway
56 to the south, the alternative crosses the ANST along a FS scenic corridor and continues along Route 56
for approximately 6 miles. After crossing Highway 151, the alternative continues east for approximately
12.6 miles through relatively flat terrain and intersects the proposed pipeline at AP-1 MP 177.0. The Love’s
Gap Route 56 Alternative is 27.2 miles long, compared to the corresponding 20.3-mile-long segment of the
proposed ACP.

The Route 56 corridor through Love’s Gap is surrounded by mountainside, the Tye River, and
several residences that line the road corridor. The combination of these constraints would make installation
of a 42-inch-diameter pipeline along Highway 56 impractical. Therefore, the alternative would need to be
modified and shifted to side-slope or ridgeline construction adjacent to the highway corridor, eliminating
some benefits associated with collocation. The shift away from the Highway 56 corridor may also cause
the alternative to cross portions of either the Priest Wilderness Area or Three Rivers Wilderness Area. The
alternative would also require separate HDDs and/or bores under the BRP and the ANST, and up to six
crossings of the Tye River. Because of these technical constraints and environmental impacts, and the fact
that the route alternative is 6.9 miles longer, we find that it would not provide a significant environmental
advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.
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3.3.8.2 Lyndhurst to ElIma Route Alternative

The Lyndhurst to EIma Route Alternative deviates from the proposed route at AP-1 MP 137.3 and heads
south through Augusta County, Virginia, across Interstate 64 and north of the city of Greenville before turning
east south of Steeles Tavern. The route alternative then travels east across the BRP before joining the route of
the Love’s Gap Highway 56 Alternative at Love’s Gap and a crossing of the ANST. Then, it proceeds east and
northeast across Nelson County, Virginia before rejoining the proposed route near AP-1 MP 165.6. The
Lyndhurst to EIma Route Alternative is 40.6 miles long, compared to the corresponding 27.7-mile-long segment
of the proposed ACP.

As with the Love’s Gap Route 56 Route Alternative presented in section 3.3.8.1, the Lyndhurst to EIma
Route Alternative would face significant constructability concerns through Love’s Gap that would require a
route adjustment that would cross portions of either the Priest Wilderness or Three Rivers Wilderness, as well
as separate HDDs and/or bores under the BRP and the ANST, and up to six crossings of the Tye River, which
is known to contain sensitive mussel species. The alternative also would be 12.9 miles longer than the
corresponding segment of the proposed route. Because of these technical constraints and environmental impacts
associated with the additional length, and because the proposed route would not significantly impact public
safety or adversely affect tourism, we find that the Lyndhurst to ElIma Route Alternative would not provide a
significant environmental advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project. It
should be noted that the regulatory process that would be required to construct the alternative across the ANST
was not a significant factor in our decision.

3.3.8.3 GWNF6 Route 56 Route Alternative

The GWNF6 Route 56 Route Alternative deviates from the proposed route at AP-1 MP 98.5 in Bath
County, within the GWNF. It follows an existing transmission line corridor south and west past the towns of
Millsboro, Rockbridge Baths, and Vesuvius before joining the Lyndhurst to EIma Route Alternative near Steeles
Tavern. The route alternative then travels east across the BRP before joining the route through Love’s Gap,
across the ANST, and east and northeast across Nelson County, Virginia before rejoining the proposed route
near AP-1 MP 165.6. The GWNF6 Route 56 and the Lyndhurst to EIma Route Alternatives are collocated here
for approximately 23.0 miles. The GWNF6 Route Alternative is 60.2 miles long, compared to the corresponding
75.0-mile-long segment of the proposed ACP.

As with the Love’s Gap Route 56 Route Alternative presented in section 3.3.8.1 and the Lyndhurst to
Elma Route Alternative presented in section 3.3.8.2, the GWNF6 Route 56 Route Alternative would face
significant constructability concerns through Love’s Gap that would require a route adjustment that would cross
portions of either the Priest Wilderness or Three Rivers Wilderness, as well as separate HDDs and/or bores under
the BRP and the ANST, and up to six crossings of the Tye River. Although the route alternative would be 14.8
miles shorter than the corresponding segment of the proposed route, the technical constraints and environmental
impacts are notable, and therefore we find that it would not provide a significant environmental advantage and
do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project. It should be noted that the regulatory process
that would be required to construct the alternative across the ANST was not a factor in our decision.

3.3.9  South of Highway 664 Route Alternative

The South of Highway 644 Alternative was proposed by the Friends of Wintergreen to avoid
construction impacts and safety concerns at the entrance to Wintergreen Resort and to minimize visual impacts
on Wintergreen residences and guests. The alternative is designed to relocate the BRP and ANST HDD entry
workspace approximately 1,400 feet west of its current location and route the pipeline on the south side of
Rockfish Valley. From this alternate HDD entry workspace, the route would traverse the Three Ridges and
Horseshoe Mountains south of Highway 664 and intersect the proposed pipeline at AP-1 MP 165.6 (see figure
3.3.9-1). The South of Highway 664 Alternative is 8.6 miles long, compared to the corresponding 7.7-mile-long
segment of the proposed ACP.
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The distance of the alternative HDD entry workspace from the Wintergreen gate would increase by
1,400 feet. While we do not believe that this change represents a significant safety advantage, it appears
that the Friends of Wintergreen consider the new location superior to the currently proposed location and
we have taken that into consideration.

Based on aerial and topographic data, the alternative does not reduce the amount of side slope and
steep terrain construction when compared to the proposed route, and similar visual impacts would occur
along the side slopes and ridgelines of the Three Ridges and Horseshoe Mountains as would occur along
the proposed route’s crossing of Piney and Bryant Mountains. Therefore, the alternative would merely
transfer construction constraints and visual impacts from one location to another while adding 0.9 mile to
the project route. Accordingly, we find that the alternative would not provide a significant environmental
advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.10 Farmville Route Alternative

The Farmville Route Alternative was considered by Atlantic in its application to attempt to
collocate a portion of the AP-1 mainline with existing electric transmission line corridors in Buckingham,
Cumberland, Prince Edward, and Nottoway Counties, Virginia. Many stakeholders have suggested that
collocating with existing power lines would generally be preferable to new greenfield corridor. The
Farmville Route Alternative diverges from the proposed AP-1 mainline by traveling northeast at MP 205.4
in Buckingham County. It crosses a short stretch of greenfield before aligning with an existing transmission
line for 2.2 miles east of the Willis River. It then follows this transmission line to the south, crossing the
AP-1 mainline proposed route, before joining another existing transmission line that travels to the east near
the Heartland Golf Club. The alternative then proceeds southeasterly alongside existing transmission lines
for 24.6 miles, eventually passing north of Farmville, under the Sandy River Reservoir, north of Burkeville,
and southwest of Crewe. It then heads north to follow another short stretch of greenfield to rejoin the AP-
1 mainline at MP 239.8. The Farmville Route Alternative is depicted on figure 3.3.10-1, and impacts from
the route alternative as compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route are presented in table
3.3.10-1.

TABLE 3.3.10-1
Analysis of the Farmville Route Alternative

Features Unit Farmville Route Alternative Proposed Route
Length (total) miles 39.0 34.3
Primary U.S. or Commonwealth highways crossed number 23 9
Other Commonwealth or local roads crossed number 18 18
Adjacent to existing linear corridor facilities miles 35.6 0.0
Commonwealth lands crossed miles 0.1 0.0
Recreational trails crossed number 2 0
Forested land crossed miles 17.4 24.7
Wetlands crossed — forested/shrub miles 14 1.2
Wetlands crossed — emergent miles 0.6 0.2
Intermittent waterbodies crossed number 51 40
Perennial waterbodies crossed number 23 19
Battlefields crossed miles 0.8 1.4
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The Farmville Route Alternative is 39.0 miles long, which is 4.6 miles longer than the
corresponding portion of the proposed route. The main advantages of the route alternative are that it would
cross 35.6 miles less greenfield land (i.e., it is much more collocated); 7.3 fewer miles of forested land; and
would not cross the High Bridge or Cumberland Church battlefields. Adoption of the route alternative
would also limit forest fragmentation in the area. Conversely, the disadvantages of this route alternative
are that it would cross 15 additional perennial and intermittent waterbodies as well as the Sandy River
Reservoir; 14 additional primary U.S. or state highways; the High Bridge Trail State Park; and 2 crossings
of the High Bridge Trail, a rail-to-trail crushed-stone hiking and biking path within the park. Most
significantly, the route alternative would encroach upon developed residential areas near Farmville,
Burkeville, and Crewe, whereas the proposed route avoids developed areas.

Although collocating with existing utilities often can be a means of limiting impacts on sensitive
resources and reducing forest fragmentation, it does not appear to provide an environmental advantage in
this case. Rather, it is merely shifting impacts from one area and set of resources to another area and set of
resources (including population developments), while increasing the length of pipeline and overall acres of
disturbance. This route alternative would greatly increase the number of landowners impacted by the
pipeline and residential land near the three cities. Atlantic could attempt to avoid these residential areas
through minor route variations, but then the collocation benefit would be lost and additional length would
be added to the project, which would increase the overall total disturbance, further reducing the advantages
of the alternative. Finally, the route alternative would introduce new environmental impacts on additional
waterbodies and public recreational resources that the proposed route would avoid. Based on our review,
we find that the route alternative would not provide a significant environmental advantage and do not
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.11 Fort Pickett Route Alternatives

The Fort Pickett Route Alternatives were developed to avoid crossing the Fort Pickett Military
Reservation in Nottoway, Dinwiddie, and Brunswick Counties, Virginia. Fort Pickett is a World War Il-
era active military facility owned by the U.S. Department of Defense and managed by the Virginia National
Guard (VA Guard). Activities that take place at Fort Pickett include aerial maneuvers, live fire ranges,
operation bases, urban assault training, and other facilities (VA Guard, 2016).

Atlantic originally considered three separate routes in its September 2015 application to avoid
impacts on Fort Pickett (Fort Pickett 1, 2, and 3). At the time, Atlantic selected Fort Pickett 2 as its proposed
route because it avoided impacts on the base and minimized impacts on nearby conservation land held by
the Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) and Army Compatible Use Buffer Program (ACUB) land
managed in collaboration with the Ward Burton Wildlife Foundation (WBWF). After filing its application,
Atlantic further modified its originally proposed route to further minimize impacts on WBWF lands. We
have analyzed Fort Pickett 2 here, as well as Fort Pickett 3, an alternative proposed by commentors during
the scoping period, compared to the proposed route. Fort Pickett 1 is not further analyzed here, as it resulted
in the greatest impacts on VOF and WBWF lands. The Fort Pickett Route Alternatives are depicted on
figure 3.3.11-1, and impacts from the route alternatives as compared to the corresponding segment of the
proposed route are presented in table 3.3.11-1.

Fort Pickett 2 diverges from the AP-1 mainline at MP 250.7 and travel southerly through several
miles of WBWF land and proposed VOF conservation easements before rejoining the AP-1 mainline near
MP 260.4 on the southeast corner of the base. Fort Pickett 3 also diverges from AP-1 near MP 250.7 and
follows existing roads along the base’s eastern boundary, wholly within the base’s property before returning
to the AP-1 mainline near MP 260.4.
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TABLE 3.3.11-1
Analysis of the Fort Pickett Route Alternatives
Fort Pickett 2 Fort Pickett 3 Proposed
Features Unit Route Alternative Route Alternative Route
Length miles 9.7 8.5 9.7
Roads crossed number 8 4 8
Adjacent to existing linear corridor facilities (roads) miles 0.9 8.5 2.3
Federal lands crossed (Fort Pickett) miles 0.0 8.4 0.0
Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) — Conservation miles 0.7 0.2 0.7
easements crossed
VOF — Recently adopted conservation easements crossed miles 0.7 0.0 0.7
WBWF — Lands crossed 2 miles 3.2 0.4 2.6
WBWF — Potential lands crossed 2 miles 0.7 0.5 0.7
Forested lands crossed miles 6.1 3.0 6.2
Wetlands crossed miles 0.2 0.1 0.4
Intermittent waterbodies crossed number 12 6 8
Perennial waterbodies crossed number 5 1 4

Several commentors advocated for a route through the base, while others supported a route that
avoids or minimizes the crossing of the base. We find that Fort Pickett 3 offers some environmental
advantages as compared to Fort Pickett 2 and the proposed route. It is 1.2 miles shorter than the proposed
route, is collocated with existing roads for 100 percent of its length, impacts the fewest number of private
landowners, and crosses the fewest miles of forested lands and wetlands and the fewest number of
waterbodies. It also crosses the fewest number of miles of VOF conservation easements. Finally, Fort
Pickett 3 crosses the fewest miles of WBWF lands, which are part of a U.S. Army program to develop
buffer zones around military bases to preserve the facility’s function and prevent future encroachment (see
section 4.8.5.2). However, we conclude that Fort Pickett 3, despite these benefits, would result in the undue
risk of operating a large-diameter natural gas pipeline within the boundaries of an active military
installation. Therefore, we eliminated it from further consideration in this EIS.

Fort Pickett 2 and the proposed route, when compared to one another, have similar environmental
impacts. The main advantages of Fort Pickett 2 are that it would cross fewer wetlands and marginally fewer
forested lands. The advantages of the proposed route are that it would cross fewer waterbodies and WBWF
lands, while being collocated with more linear corridor facilities. Although conservation easements are
generally established to protect or preserve an area of land in an undeveloped state, Atlantic has indicated
(and VOF has confirmed) that the easements contain language that would allow pipeline construction and
operation. On November 14, 2016, the Department of the Army provided confirmation that the ACP is
compatible with the purpose of the ACUB program, the routes of the pipeline do not produce a significant
risk to current or planned military operations, and the WBWF may proceed with easement negotiations
with Atlantic. Atlantic executed easement agreements with the WBWF on November 16, 2016.

We received comments that the pipeline should be routed further from Fort Pickett, such as
collocating the pipeline along Route 40, to avoid potential pipeline damage and safety concerns related to
military ordinance operations. There are about 42 residences along the 4.7-mile segment of Route 40 that
would limit construction of a 42-inch pipeline adjacent to the road. Additionally, because the Department
of the Army indicated that the pipeline routes do not produce a significant risk to its current or planned
military operations, we have not deemed the development of additional alternatives to reduce military
operation safety concerns necessary.

We find that the proposed route is compatible with WBWF land management initiatives, while
being further away from the boundaries of Fort Pickett. The proposed route would also decrease the risk
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that the pipeline’s activities would impact the base, and vice versa. Therefore, based on our review, we
find that Fort Pickett 2 would not provide a significant environmental advantage and do not recommend
that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.12 Optimized Brunswick 1 Route Alternative

In its application, Atlantic considered two routes (Brunswick 1 and Brunswick 2) to attempt to
route the AP-1 mainline with a new 500 kilovolt (kV) DVP electric transmission line in Brunswick and
Greensville Counties, Virginia. Atlantic chose to adopt Brunswick 2 as the proposed route in its FERC
application. However, we asked Atlantic to work to further optimize the Brunswick 1 Route Alternative
by increasing collocation with the existing transmission lines south of U.S. Highway 58. Atlantic did so
and termed this the Optimized Brunswick 1 Route Alternative, which we consider in this analysis against
the proposed route (i.e., Brunswick 2). We limit our analysis to the routes south of U.S. Highway 58,
because the routes north of this point are identical.

The Optimized Brunswick 1 Route Alternative diverges from the proposed route near AP-1 MP
280.0 south of U.S. Highway 58 near the AP-4 lateral, and heads south for approximately 1.9 miles
alongside an existing transmission line corridor, crossing the Norfolk Southern Railroad and Belfield Road.
The route alternative then heads east for approximately 3.5 miles, adjacent to, and south of, an existing
transmission line corridor, crossing Lewis Drive, and joining the proposed route east of Radium Road. The
Optimized Brunswick 1 Route Alternative is depicted on figure 3.3.12-1, and impacts from the route
alternative as compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route are presented in table 3.3.12-1.

TABLE 3.3.12-1
Analysis of the Optimized Brunswick 1 Route Alternative
Optimized Brunswick 1

Features Unit Route Alternative Proposed Route
Length miles 5.3 4.2
Other Commonwealth or local roads crossed number 7 6
Adjacent to existing linear corridor facilities miles 5.3 0.0
Forested land crossed miles 3.5 2.7
Wetlands crossed — forested/shrub miles 0.5 0.1
Waterbodies crossed number 11 2
Property owners impacted number 56 a7
Residences within 125 feet of pipeline number 2 0
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The Optimized Brunswick 1 Route Alternative is 1.1 miles longer than the corresponding segment
of the proposed route. It is collocated for the entirety of its length where the proposed route, although near
U.S. Highway 58, is not close enough to claim true collocation. Despite its complete collocation with
existing corridors, the Optimized Brunswick 1 Route Alternative appears to have more negative human and
environmental impacts than the proposed route. The route alternative would impact nine additional
property owners, including two houses within 125 feet of the pipeline, and one within 50 feet of the pipeline.
It would cross nine additional waterbodies, all of which are within the Reedy Creek — Webbs Mill Stream
Conservation Unit (SCU) as designated by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
(VDCR). SCUs “identify stream reaches that contain aquatic natural heritage resources, including upstream
and downstream buffer and tributaries associated with these reaches” (VDCR, 2016a). It is the preference
of the VDCR that these conservation sites be completely avoided (see Q50 — Attachment 1; FERC
Accession Number 20160113-5231); Atlantic would likely need to develop a 3-mile avoidance route here
to meet the VDCR’s request. The route alternative also would cross more wetlands and one previously
recorded archaeological site.

Although collocating with existing utilities often can be a means of limiting impacts on sensitive
resources and reducing forest fragmentation, it does not appear to provide an environmental advantage in
this case for the reasons presented above. Based on our review, we find that the Optimized Brunswick 1
Route Alternative would not provide a significant environmental advantage, and we do not recommend that
it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.3.13 Northampton Route Alternative

The Northampton Route Alternative was presented in Atlantic’s application to increase collocation
with an existing electric transmission corridor near the beginning of the AP-3 lateral in Northampton
County, North Carolina. The proposed AP-3 lateral heads east from Compressor Station 3 at the
Virginia/North Carolina state line towards ACP’s eventual interconnect with the Virginia Natural Gas
pipeline in the City of Chesapeake. The Northampton Route Alternative would involve extending the AP-
1 mainline south of its current terminus at Compressor Station 3 to a new terminus and proposed compressor
station site approximately 4.3 miles south of its current location, as well as increasing this section of pipe
to 42 inches in diameter. The AP-2 mainline and AP-3 lateral would than initiate from this new compressor
station site. The Northampton Route Alternative would then travel northeasterly along an existing DVP
transmission line to connect with the current AP-3 lateral at MP 6.1. The Northampton Route Alternative
is depicted on figure 3.3.13-1 and impacts from the route alternative as compared to the corresponding
segment of the proposed route are presented in table 3.3.13-1.

TABLE 3.3.13-1
Analysis of the Northampton Route Alternative

Features Unit Northampton Route Alternative Proposed Route
Length miles 7.8 6.1
Other state/commonwealth or local roads crossed number 4 7
Adjacent to existing linear corridor facilities miles 7.8 0.0
Forested lands crossed miles 14 2.6
Wetlands crossed — freshwater emergent miles 0.1 0.0
Wetlands crossed — freshwater forested/shrub miles 0.8 0.9
Intermittent waterbodies crossed number 3 4
Perennial waterbodies crossed number 2 1
The Nature Conservancy floodplain forest miles 0.0 0.3
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From an infrastructure perspective, the proposed route is the shortest route; the Northampton Route
Alternative would result in an additional 1.8 miles of pipeline. In addition, the larger diameter pipe used
for the route alternative south of Compressor Station 3 would likely require a wider construction workspace
and a marginally greater disturbance along those 4.3 miles. The Northampton Route Alternative appears
to offer some minor environmental advantages: it would cross three fewer roads and 1.4 fewer miles of
forested uplands, and is collocated with an existing utility corridor for 7.8 miles. It also completely avoids
a new crossing of The Nature Conservancy floodplain forest, although there would still be a 0.2-mile-long
crossing of this forest along the AP-2 mainline. The route alternative would, however, cross Cypress Creek
one additional time, which contains the presence of the state significantly rare banded sunfish.

This route alternative would require Compressor Station 3 to be moved to a new site 4.2 miles south
of the proposed site. The site of the new compressor station would be located on farmland that would be
permanently converted to industrial land, and appears to have more potential sensitive noise receptors
within 0.5 mile of its location than the current compressor station site. In contrast, the proposed location
for Compressor Station 3 is on commercial timber land, and the landowner is amenable to the placement of
the compressor station on their property.

Although collocating with existing utilities often can be a means of limiting impacts on sensitive
resources, it does not appear to provide a strong enough environmental advantage in this case. The route
alternative’s decrease in impacts on The Nature Conservancy floodplain forests and forested areas is also
notable; however, most forested areas appear to be silvicultural plots in varying stages of management. In
addition, we find the current location of Compressor Station 3 to be preferable as compared to the
conceptual new location. Based on our review, we find that the route alternative would not provide a
significant environmental advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project.

3.4 ROUTE VARIATIONS

Although they can extend for several miles, route variations are different from major route
alternatives in that they are usually shorter and are often designed to avoid a specific environmental resource
or engineering constraint. They also typically remain within the same general area as the proposed route.

3.4.1 Spruce Creek Route Variation

The Spruce Creek Route Variation was developed in response to our request for Atlantic to evaluate
an alternative route through the Rockfish Valley. We received a considerable number of comments from
stakeholders within the Rockfish Valley that the pipeline should be routed to avoid several features within
the Valley, including, most notably, the Spruce Creek Conservation Site, South Fork Flats Conservation
Site, the Spruce Creek Resort and Market planned development, historic properties that contribute to the
South Rockfish Valley Rural Historic District, Horizons Village, and the Elk Hill Conservation Easement
on the south side of Rockfish Valley Highway. Stakeholders also expressed concerns about constructing
the pipeline through forested areas and the visual impacts the maintained pipeline right-of-way may have
on tourism in the area.

Based on these comments, we requested that Atlantic evaluate a pipeline route that optimizes the
use of pasture and agricultural land in the Rockfish Valley, minimizes ridgetop and forest impacts, and
avoids or minimizes impacts on cultural and historic properties, nature trails, waterbodies, the Spruce Creek
Tributary Conservation Site, and planned developments. On March 10, 2016, Atlantic responded to our
request and filed an evaluation of the Spruce Creek Route Variation. The variation and Atlantic’s currently
proposed pipeline route are shown in figure 3.4.1-1.
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On August 29, 2016, the FERC mailed letters to landowners along the Spruce Creek Route
Variation and the corresponding segment of the proposed pipeline route requesting comments be filed on
the route variation by September 28, 2016. Several comment letters were filed during this timeframe and
are considered in our analysis, along with all other comment letters that have been filed on the docket
regarding the routing in this area since the project was proposed to FERC.

Starting at AP-1 MP 160.9, Atlantic’s currently proposed route heads east for 2.2 miles along the
east-trending ridgeline on Bryant Mountain and enters the Rockfish Valley east of Spruce Creek. After
crossing Rockfish Valley Highway, the proposed route heads southeast for 0.8 mile, crosses the South Fork
Rockfish River approximately 0.4 mile east of Elk Hill Church, and heads south out of the Rockfish Valley
over an eastern ridge of Horseshoe Mountain.

Relative to Atlantic’s currently proposed route, the Spruce Creek Route Variation heads south off
the east-trending ridgeline on Bryant Mountain for 0.8 mile and enters Rockfish Valley. At a point about
0.4 mile north of Beech Grove Road, the variation turns to the southeast and continues for 0.4 mile, crossing
the South Fork Rockfish River west of Winery Lane. The variation then continues east across the valley
for 2.4 miles, crossing Rockfish Valley Highway and Edgewood Drive, and then reconnects to the proposed
pipeline route at AP-1 MP 163.9. A comparative analysis of environmental impacts of the proposed route
and the Spruce Creek Route Variation is presented in table 3.4.1-1.

TABLE 3.4.1-1

Analysis of the Spruce Creek Route Variation

Features Spruce Creek Route Variation Proposed Route
General
Total Length (miles) 3.6 3.1
Length adjacent to existing right-of-way (miles) 0 0

Human Environment
Landowner parcels crossed (number) 15 22
Residences within 100 feet of construction workspace (humber)
NFS lands crossed — Total (miles)

State/commonwealth lands crossed (number)

Spruce Creek Conservation Site Buffer (feet) 0.4
Planned developments (hnumber) 1
Spruce Creek Resort and Market (feet) 0.3
Conservation easements (miles) 0.8 0
Resources
Forested lands (miles) 0.7 2.4
Wetlands (National Wetlands Inventory) crossed (feet) 0 0
Intermittent waterbodies (number)
Perennial waterbodies (number) 2 3
Shallow bedrock crossed (acres) 0.6 1.0
Soils highly erodible by water (miles) 0.9 2.0
Steep slope (>30 percent) crossed (miles) 0.3 0.6
Moderate to high landslide incidence/susceptibility areas 3.6 3.0
crossed (miles)
Karst topography crossed (miles) 0 0
South Rockfish Valley Rural Historic District crossed (length) 1.9 0.6
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The Spruce Creek Route Variation is 3.6 miles long, which is 0.5 mile longer that the proposed
route. The route variation would affect 15 properties compared to 22 along the proposed route; however,
each route and proposed workspaces are at least 100 feet from residences. The route variation as currently
designed bisects the Edgewood Park development, with the proposed centerline of the variation following
a private airstrip centered in Edgewood Park. Commentors noted that the airstrip is used by landowners,
by Songbird Aviation LLC, and for helicopter medical evacuations. It may be possible to route the variation
to the north or south of Edgewood Park to avoid airstrip impacts, but the route would likely remain near
residences of the development.

The proposed route crosses Horizons Village, a 400-acre neighborhood consisting of 40 properties.
Horizons Village filed an impact assessment with FERC. This assessment, along with a field review
conducted in September 2015 by FERC Staff and members of Horizons Village, has been considered in our
analysis. The proposed route also crosses a 100-acre planned development known as the Spruce Creek
Resort and Market, which will eventually include a resort, hotel, restaurant, and public market. This area
was also reviewed by FERC Staff in September 2015, along with the conceptual drawings of the proposed
development.

We note that table 3.4.1-1 indicates no wetland would be crossed by either route. National
Wetlands Inventory (NWI1) data, rather than field delineations, were used to make this determination. We
acknowledge, based on comments received, that wetlands are likely present within the Rockfish Valley and
could be crossed by either the proposed route or the route variation. We have taken this into consideration.

The proposed route crosses the conservation buffer of the Spruce Creek Tributary Conservation
Site, which has been given a high biodiversity ranking as an indicator of its rarity and quality, and was
established by the VDCR to protect a Central Appalachian Low-Elevation Acidic Seepage Swamp. The
associated buffer that makes up the Spruce Creek Tributary Conservation Site has been deemed necessary
for the seepage swamp’s conservation. Comments were received regarding the avoidance of the Spruce
Creek Tributary Conservation site, and a letter was received from the VDCR recommending that the
conservation site be avoided.

The route variation crosses the Glenthorne Farm Stream Bank, which is comprised of 6,322 linear
feet of jurisdictional stream that has been restored, enhanced, and preserved in various sections and provides
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to waters of the United States. Further consultation
would be required to determine whether the route variation could cross the mitigation site.

The route variation crosses slightly more land designated as moderate to high landslide
incidence/susceptibility. As stated in section 4.1.7, Atlantic would construct the pipeline to comply with
DOT construction and safety standards that would reduce the risk of landslides. Additionally, we do not
anticipate that either route would have an adverse effect on historic structures and properties that comprise
the South Rockfish Valley Rural Historic District. However, we acknowledge that we have not received
all cultural survey reports for the Rockfish Valley, and cultural resources or historic properties could be
identified through further field surveys and consultation with the SHPO. For instance, we have received
comments from stakeholders that the old mill site located along Rockfish Valley Highway could be affected
by the proposed pipeline route. Until field surveys can be completed, we cannot compare the relative
impacts of the proposed route with the route variation on cultural resources or historic properties. However,
we note that we would require Atlantic to avoid or mitigate all potential adverse effects to eligible or
potentially eligible cultural resources or historic properties regardless of which pipeline route is selected.

We also received comments that the route variation crosses more public hiking trails than the
proposed route; would impact existing businesses such as Blue Heron Farms, High View Farm and Blue
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Toad Hard Cider, and a bed and breakfast; would impact agricultural and livestock practices; and would
have greater tourism impacts.

The primary advantages of the proposed route are that it would reduce overall land, hiking trail and
existing business impacts, landslide potential, and the length of crossing of the South Rockfish Valley Rural
Historic District; and would avoid a conservation easement held by the VOF and a stream mitigation bank.
The primary advantages of the Spruce Creek Route Variation are that it would reduce forest land, visual,
and erodible soils impacts; reduce the number of landowners affected; and avoid the Spruce Creek
Conservation site, Spruce Creek Resort and Market Planned Development, and Horizons Village. Based
on the factors discussed above and information presented in the numerous comment letters filed for these
routes, it does not appear that the Spruce Creek Route Variation would offer a significant environmental
advantage when compared to Atlantic’s proposed route and we do not recommend that it be incorporated
as part of the project.

3.4.2 Westmoreland Route Variation

The Westmoreland Conservancy is coordinating with DETI to minimize impacts on two
conservation easements along the proposed TL-636 pipeline route near the JB Tonkin Compressor Station.®
Starting at TL-636 MP 3.6, Atlantic’s currently proposed route deviates from an existing transmission right-
of-way and heads west across Hills Church Road, crosses a tributary to Haymakers Run, heads north and
east, and crosses the same tributary to Haymakers Run before terminating at the proposed terminus of the
pipeline at TL-636 MP 3.8. The route variation request by Westmoreland Conservancy continues north
along the transmission corridor and heads west across Hills Church Road to the terminus of the pipeline.

The variation appears to minimize crossing of conservation lands and eliminate waterbody and
wetland impacts; however, we do not have field and civil survey information to fully evaluate the feasibility
of the variation or determine whether the variation offers advantages that are environmentally significant.
Therefore, we will not recommend that DETI adopt the route variation at this time. However, DETI should
continue to study the route variation requested by Westmoreland Conservancy to determine overall
feasibility and whether it would provide environmental advantages. Pending the results of further study
and consultation, DETI may propose to adopt the route variation pursuant to recommended Environmental
Condition No. 5. Therefore, we recommend that:

o Prior_to construction, DETI should continue to consult with the Westmoreland
Conservancy regarding a route variation to minimize impacts on conservation
easements, and should file with the Secretary documentation regarding the results of
its consultations and any proposed route modifications.

3.4.3 Valley Center Route Variation

The Valley Center Route Variation was developed in response to our request for Atlantic to
evaluate an alternative route that avoids the karst and spring features near Valley Center Road (AP-1 MP
88.5). The Valley Center Route Variation leaves the baseline route at AP-1 MP 88.2 and heads southwest
about 0.8 mile along the ridgeline of Middle Mountain, and turns southeast and parallels the proposed route
for about 1.7 miles before rejoining the proposed route at AP-1 MP 89.7. The variation and Atlantic’s
currently proposed pipeline route are shown in figure 3.4.2-1.

3 The proposed Westmoreland Conservation Variation can be found under FERC Accession No. 20170406-5147 at
the following website location: http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_nhum=20170406-5147.
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As presented in table 3.4.2-1, the Valley Center Route Variation is 0.3 mile longer and would cross
12 landowners compared to 6 that would be crossed by the proposed route. The variation crosses more
steep slope and forested land than the proposed route, but would avoid the field verified karst areas
identified in Atlantic’s Karst Survey Report. However, we note that karst surveys have not been completed
along the variation to determine if similar features are present. We have received comments that the
variation would be located within 1,000 feet of Campbell Spring, Huber Pit, Lighter Meadow, and Huber
Crevice.

As discussed in sections 4.1.2.3 and 4.3.1.7, Atlantic has proposed several measures to minimize
impacts on karst systems and private water sources, including the use of karst monitors, conducting electric
resistivity surveys to avoid or minimize karst impacts, and monitoring water quality impacts during and
after construction, as required. Because appropriate impact minimization and mitigation would be
implemented, it does not appear that the Valley Center Route Variation would offer a significant
environmental advantage when compared to Atlantic’s proposed route and we do not recommend that it be
incorporated as part of the project.

TABLE 3.4.2-1

Analysis of the Valley Center Route Variation

Features Valley Center Route Variation Proposed Route
General
Total Length (miles) 25 2.2
Length adjacent to existing right-of-way (miles) 0 0
Human Environment
Landowner parcels crossed (number) 12
Residences within 125 feet of construction workspace (number) 0
Resources
Forested lands (miles) 2.2 2.0
Perennial waterbodies (number) 1 0
Soils highly erodible by water (miles) 2.5 2.2
Steep slope (>30 percent) crossed (miles) 11 0.6
Moderate to high landslide incidence/susceptibility areas 25 2.2

crossed (miles)

Karst topography crossed (miles) 0.3 0.6

3.4.4 Butterwood Creek Route Variation

The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) has recommended that the proposed
route near AP-1 MP 249.6 is shifted to the south to reduce the number of stream crossings. Upon our
review, it appears that routing the pipeline 500 feet to the south would reduce stream crossings from two to
one and would not increase other environmental impacts. Therefore, we recommend that:

° Atlantic should incorporate the Butterwood Creek Route Variation into its final route
for the ACP. Prior to construction, Atlantic should file with the Secretary the results
of all environmental surveys, an updated 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle
map, and a large-scale alignment sheet that illustrates this route change.

3.5 ALTERNATIVES AND VARIATIONS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED

Atlantic and DETI have adopted many route variations into their project designs throughout
FERC’s Pre-filing process and between the filing of the September 2015 application and the current
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proposed routes. Many of these route adjustments were adopted without a formal alternatives analysis,
because the basis for the adjustment was intuitive and practical (e.g., a slight shift in the centerline to avoid
a wetland; agency preferences; landowner preferences; and survey findings). In total, 201 route adjustments
were adopted, totaling approximately 199 miles. Several of the route adjustments that were adopted were
identified by FERC Staff, such as the Brunswick, Progress Energy Carolinas, and Boykins alternatives,
which increased collocation of proposed pipeline facilities with other utility rights-of-way by about 30
miles. Table 3.5-1 lists some of the route adjustments that have been incorporated into the proposed ACP
and SHP pipeline routes and the rationale for each adjustment. Because these routes were eventually
proposed as part of ACP or SHP, the associated environmental impacts are included as part of the overall
analysis in section 4 of this EIS.

3.6 ABOVEGROUND FACILITY LOCATION ALTERNATIVES

We evaluated the locations of the proposed aboveground facilities to determine whether
environmental impacts would be reduced or mitigated by the use of alternative facility sites. Our evaluation
involved inspection of aerial photography and mapping, as well as our own field work along the proposed
projects’ corridor and location. In evaluating these locations, we consider: amount of available land; current
land use, as well as adjacent land use; location accessibility; engineering requirements; and impacts on the
natural and human environments.

3.6.1 Compressor Stations
None of the proposed or alternative compressor station sites are located on NFS lands.

3.6.1.1 SHP Compressor Station Modifications

The proposed modifications to DETI’s existing compressor stations would occur at or immediately
adjacent to those sites and we did not identify any significant environmental constraints with the proposed
locations. Further, we did not receive comments concerning those locations. Given these considerations,
alternative sites for station modifications were not evaluated.

3.6.1.2 ACP Compressor Station 1

We did not receive any comments regarding alternative sites for Compressor Station 1. Based on
our evaluation of the proposed site in section 4 of this EIS, we find it to be an acceptable location, and that
the proposed compressor station would not result in or contribute to significant environmental impacts. As
such, we did not evaluate alternative sites for this location.
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TABLE 3.5-1
Select Route Adjustments Incorporated into the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Routes
Approximate
Route Adjustment Mileposts State Rationale
ATLANTIC COAST PIPELINE
AP-1 Mainline
Hollick Run 7.4108.4 wv Adjustment to decrease the length of the pipeline and provide
better alignment for a river crossing
Wymer Run 9.5t09.8 wv Adjustment to avoid a wetland and a cultural resource site
Life’s Run 13.3t0 14.7 wv Adjustment to reduce crossings of a known mussel stream
I-79 HDD 13.4t0 14.3 wv Adjustment to I-79 crossing to accommodate |-79 HDD
Laurel Lick Road 18.4t0 18.8 wv Adjustment to reduce tree clearing and reduce side slope
construction
Buckhannon Run Road 19.2t0 20.1 wv Adjustment to avoid a cultural resource site and to reduce tree
clearing
Sago Road 29.5t0 30.0 wv Adjustment to reduce the length of the pipeline and increase the
distance of the pipeline from a residence and pond
Left Fork of French Creek 30.3t030.9 Wwv Adjustment to reduce tree clearing
Road
Queens Road 39.0t040.1 wv Adjustment to avoid a wetland
Long Run M&R 47.1t047.4 wv Adjustment to improve the approach into the Long Run M&R
station
GWNF6 Route Adjustments 47.5t057.0 WV Various adjustments to improve constructability, reduce tree
- Blue Rock Knob/Round clearing, and reduce side-slope crossings in mountainous terrain
Knob
GWNF6 Route Adjustments 69.0 to 74.0 wv Various adjustments to improve constructability and reduce side-
- Tallow Knob/Gibson Knob slope crossings in mountainous terrain, avoid impacts on the
MNF, avoid karst features, and improve a stream crossing
Tallow Knob 70.1t0 70.5 wv Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature
Cloverlick 74.1t0 74.6 wv Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature
GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 76.41t077.5 wv Adjustment to improve crossing location of Greenbrier River
Greenbrier River
GWNF6 Route Adjustments 77.51t079.0 WV Various adjustments to improve constructability and reduce side-
- Allegheny Trall slope crossings in mountainous terrain, avoid a cemetery, and
avoid cabins on the north side of Route 28
GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 79.0t0 79.6 wv Adjustment to improve crossing location of Thomas Creek
Thomas Creek
GWNF6 Route Adjustments 79.6 to 84.7 WV/VA  Various adjustments to improve constructability and reduce side-
- Michael Mountain/Sugar slope crossings in mountainous terrain
Camp Trail
Michael Mountain 80.4 to 80.6 wv Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature
GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 84.7 t0 85.8 VA Adjustment to improve constructability
Steep Pinch Ridge
GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 87.0 to 88.4 VA Adjustment to avoid a wetland and increase distance from a
Back Creek historic school and home
GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 88.51t089.4 VA Adjustment to avoid an existing campground
Pine Mountain
GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 89.6 t0 90.5 VA Adjustment to improve constructability and reduce side-slope
Peak Run crossings in mountainous terrain, square the route to steep
slopes, and avoid impacts on a tower site
GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 91.9t092.7 VA Adjustment to avoid a conservation easement
Singleton
Poplar Hollow 96.7 t0 98.0 VA Adjustment to reduce impacts on the GWNF and karst features,
as well as to minimize the crossing of side-sloping topography. In
addition, the adjustment has a significant reduction in length over
the existing filed route
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TABLE 3.5-1 (cont'd)
Select Route Adjustments Incorporated into the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Routes
Approximate
Route Adjustment Mileposts State Rationale

GWNF6 Route Adjustments 99.2 t0 101.8 VA Various adjustments to improve constructability and reduce side-

- Gibson Hollow/Deerfield slope crossings in mountainous terrain

Road

GWNF6 Route Adjustment -  108.2 to 109.6 VA Adjustment to route further from the Deerfield Well.

Deerfield Well

GWNF6 Route Adjustment -  110.0 to 111.0 VA Adjustment to avoid crossing water pipelines

Hunt Heart Fort Lane

GWNF6 Route Adjustment - 111.6 to 112.2 VA Route adjustment to address landowner request to avoid house

Bear Wallow Flat site and address other issues

GWNF6 Route Adjustment -  112.5t0 113.4 VA Adjustment to increase distance from a residence and address a

Hodges Draft landowner request

GWNF6 Route Adjustment -  113.5t0 114.5 VA Adjustment

Route 716

Ramsey'’s Draft 114.2 to 115.3 VA Adjustment to avoid a livestock/farm paddock operation. In
addition, the adjustment has a significant reduction in length over
the existing filed route

Braley Pond Road 116.3to 117.0 VA Adjustment to optimize crossing of Calfpasture River

Dryden Road 125.1t0 125.4 VA Adjustment to avoid a septic field

Hangars Mill Road 128.1t0 128.8 VA Adjustment to avoid a karst feature

Cochrans Mill Road 139.2 to 140.2 VA Adjustment to avoid a cultural resource site and a cave

White Hill Road 140.8 to 141.6 VA Adjustment to avoid a waterbody crossing

Churchmans Mill Road 141.5to0 142.6 VA Adjustment to follow property boundaries

Christians Creek 141.6 to 142.6 VA Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Wayne Avenue 145.2 to 146.6 VA Adjustment to follow property boundaries

Cisco Lane 147.1to 148.2 VA Adjustment to follow property boundaries

Schages Lane 149.3to 149.9 VA Adjustment to increase collocation with road

China Clay Road 149.9 to 152.0 VA Adjustment to optimize pipeline route

Hawkins Pond Lane 152.5t0 152.7 VA Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature

Orebank Creek 153.4 to 153.9 VA The route in this area incorporated a previous route adjustment
designed to avoid a cultural resource site. Subsequent
evaluation of the site indicates it is not a historic property. For
this reason, and as requested by the landowner, Atlantic
proposes to shift to its previous alignment. In addition, the
adjustment has a reduction in length over the existing filed route

Mount Torrey Road 155.4 to 156.0 VA Adjustment to avoid a residence

Sherando Lake Road 156.5to 157.6 VA Adjustment to increase distance from residences

Mount Torrey Road 156.8to 157.4 VA Adjustment to accommodate an HDD pullback

Wintergreen Drive 158.7 to 159.2 VA Adjustment to avoid road crossing

Beech Grove Road 158.9 to 159.1 VA Adjustment to improve slope crossing

Bryant Mountain Road 160.0 to 160.7 VA Adjustment to increase distance from residences and avoid road
crossings

Winery Lane 160.9 to 161.4 VA Adjustment to increase distance from residences

Horizons Village I 162.0 to 162.8 VA Adjustment to avoid a seep at the Spruce Creek Conservation
Site

Glenthorne Loop Road 163.1 t0163.7 VA Adjustment to minimize crossing of Bold Rock Cidery

Gullysville Lane 164.7 to 166.1 VA Adjustment to reduce side-slope crossings

Stagebridge Road 170.0t0 171.6 VA Adjustment to avoid a proposed building and address a
landowner request

Stagebridge Road 170.1t0 170.8 VA Adjustment to avoid structures, septic fields, wells, and springs

Starvale Lane 171.2t0 172.2 VA Adjustment to reduce tree clearing

Laurel Road 174.2t0 176.9 VA Adjustment to reduce side-slope crossings

Cabell Road 183.2t0 184.2 VA Adjustment to avoid future home sites

Woodland Church Road 185.0 to 186.4 VA Adjustment to reduce side-slope crossing
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TABLE 3.5-1 (cont'd)

Select Route Adjustments Incorporated into the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Routes

Approximate

Route Adjustment Mileposts State Rationale

Warminister Church Road 188.0 to 189.9 VA Adjustment to reduce tree clearing as requested by a landowner
and to avoid a cultural resource site

Sycamore Creek Road 189.7 to 190.4 VA Adjustment to meet a landowner request to avoid a family
recreation site

Shelton Store Road 190.6 to 190.9 VA Adjustment to meet a landowner request

Compressor Station 2 191.2t0 192.2 VA Adjustment to connect to Compressor Station 2

Compressor Station 2 191.3t0 192.1 VA Adjustment to optimize approach and exit from Compressor
Station 2

Licky Branch 198.2 t0 199.1 VA Adjustment to avoid a waterbody crossing

Horsepen WMA 199.0 to 200.0 VA Adjustment to avoid Horsepen WMA

Dixie Hill Road 200.5 to 201.7 VA Adjustment to avoid a cultural resource site

Dixie Hill Road 201.3 to 201.6 VA Adjustment to avoid haul roads and stabilized areas at the
request of the landowner

Bucking B Ranch Lane 203.1to0 203.2 VA Adjustment to avoid a haul road and stabilized areas at the
request of the landowner

Rock Mill Road 203.5 to 204.6 VA Adjustment to reduce the number of landowners crossed

Rock Mill Road Il 203.5to 204.6 VA Adjustment to address a landowner request

Old Curdsville Road 208.1 to 209.0 VA Adjustment to address a landowner request

Old Curdsville Road 208.6 to 208.9 VA Adjustment to meet landowner request and follow the field edge

Little Willis River 1 209.0 to 209.4 VA Adjustment to avoid two waterbody crossings

Little Willis River 2 209.8 t0 210.0 VA Adjustment to avoid two waterbody crossings

High View Road 209.5t0 210.3 VA Adjustment to reduce wetland impacts

Raines Tavern Road 212.9t0 213.8 VA Adjustment to avoid two waterbody crossings

River Road 219.9t0 220.4 VA Adjustment to avoid a wetland

High Bridge Road 220.6 to 221.5 VA Adjustment to reduce the number of landowners crossed

South Genito Road 226.5t0 227.0 VA Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Dutchtown Road 228.3t0 228.5 VA Adjustment to avoid a cemetery

Little Creek 230.3t0231.1 VA Adjustment to avoid a waterbody crossing

Deep Creek 235.9to 237.0 VA Adjustment to minimize a wetland crossing

Winningham Road 237.2t0 237.6 VA Adjustment to improve a road crossing and reduce clearing of
mature trees

Woody Creek 238.7 to 240.6 VA Adjustment to minimize a wetland crossing

Piney Green 240.4 t0 240.9 VA Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature

Watson Creek Road 241.3t0241.8 VA Adjustment to avoid multiple crossings of a waterbody

Cellar Creek Road 241.5t0 243.1 VA Adjustment to avoid existing buried utilities

Cottage Road 243.1to0 244.9 VA Adjustment to avoid a planned stream mitigation bank

Green Gable Road 245.8 t0 246.4 VA Adjustment to straighten and optimize the pipeline route

Colonial Trail Highway 246.6 to 247.4 VA Adjustment to increase distance from residences

White Oak Road 253.9to 254.5 VA Adjustment to reduce the pipeline length

White Oak Road 254.0 to 254.6 VA Adjustment to meet landowner request to move pipeline out of
field and avoid an existing pond

Gills Bridge Road 259.7 to 261.5 VA Adjustment to avoid a gem mine and house as requested by a
landowner and to reduce crossings of cultural resource sites

Rawlings Road 264.0 to 264.7 VA Adjustment to reduce tree clearing

Brunswick Powerline 267.1t0 279.5 VA Various adjustments to improve collocation with the existing
DVP electric transmission line

Columbia Gas 288.6 t0 289.8 VA Adjustment to increase collocation with existing natural gas

Transmission transmission pipeline

Emporia Power Line 292.8 t0 293.3 VA Adjustment to minimize impacts on an environmentally sensitive
feature

Skippers Road 293.510 294.8 VA Adjustment to avoid a planned rock quarry
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Select Route Adjustments Incorporated into the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Routes

TABLE 3.5-1 (cont'd)

Approximate

Route Adjustment Mileposts State Rationale
Taylors Mill Road 296.7 to 297.5 VA Adjustment to minimize a wetland crossing
AP-2 Mainline

Jacks Swamp 0.7t0 2.4 NC Adjustment to minimize a wetland crossing

Hickory Tree Road 2.4t03.3 NC Adjustment to reduce tree clearing

Big John Store Road 25t03.1 NC Adjustment to avoid a cemetery

Big John Store Road 26t03.1 NC Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature and
minimize impacts on forested land

Comwallis Road 3.7t04.2 NC Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Geenex Route 4.2t05.3 NC Adjustment to increase collocation with an existing DVP 115kV
electric transmission line by 0.6 mile

Highway 125 13.2t015.9 NC Adjustment to avoid a proposed solar facility and future quarry
site

Grapevine Road 145t015.4 NC Adjustment to avoid a future quarry development

Halifax Airport Solar 16.0t0 17.0 NC Adjustment to avoid a solar lease

Quankey Creek 16.0t0 17.3 NC Adjustment to avoid a proposed future development by the
Halifax Airport Authority

Jacket Swamp 26.9t027.7 NC Adjustment to avoid a conservation easement

Massengale Road 40.0to 40.3 NC Adjustment to avoid a future home site development

Wollett Mill Road 42.2t042.4 NC Adjustment to avoid a cemetery

Deans Road 42.6t043.2 NC Adjustment to optimize route based upon field survey data

Cambridge Drive 48.8t0 49.1 NC Adjustment to increase distance from residences

Bone Lane 53.0t053.2 NC Adjustment to avoid an aboveground structure

West Homes Church Road 63.9t064.3 NC Adjustment to avoid a cultural resource site

Boykin Road 70.5t070.8 NC Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Healthy Plains Church 71.6t072.2 NC Adjustment to avoid an identified dump site with unknown
exposure

Contentnea Creek 73.1t074.4 NC Adjustment to optimize creek crossing angle

Contentnea Creek 73.5t074.0 NC Adjustment to the Contentnea Creek HDD alignment

Hales Road 80.1t0 81.5 NC Adjustment to avoid a waterbody crossing and minimize a
wetland crossing

Old Beulah Road 84.0t0 84.5 NC Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Davis Homestead Road 84.51t084.8 NC Adjustment to avoid a cultural resource site and reduce wetland
impacts

Firetower Road 91.4t091.6 NC Adjustment to avoid a cultural resource site

Yelverton Grove Road 92.3t093.3 NC Adjustment to connect to Smithfield M&R Station

Smithfield M&R 92.6t092.7 NC Adjustment to improve approach to Smithfield M&R Station

Neuse River 98.0t0 99.0 NC Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature

Hannah Creek 100.9 to 101.3 NC Adjustment to minimize impacts on an environmentally sensitive
feature

Coats Road 103.5to 103.8 NC Adjustment to address a landowner request

NC-50 South 109.5to 110.0 NC Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Godwin Lake Road 110.1 to 110.7 NC Adjustment to avoid a blueberry farm

Holly Grove Road 112.4t0 112.7 NC Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Holly Grove Road 112.4t0 112.8 NC Adjustment to reduce tree clearing

NC DOT Easement 113.9t0 114.4 NC Adjustment to avoid a North Carolina Department of
Transportation Nutrient Easement

Green Path Road 117.8 to 118.2 NC Adjustment to reduce wetland impacts

Godwin Falcon Road 126.2 to 126.8 NC Adjustment to reduce the pipeline length

Dunn Road 128.3t0 128.4 NC Adjustment to improve a railroad crossing

Sisk Culbreth Road 129.4 to 129.7 NC Adjustment to avoid existing structures
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TABLE 3.5-1 (cont'd)

Select Route Adjustments Incorporated into the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Routes

Approximate

Route Adjustment Mileposts State Rationale

Cape Fear River 130.3t0 131.2 NC Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature and
increase collocation with an existing utility corridor. In addition,
the adjustment has a reduction in length over the existing filed
route

Jackie Lee Road 133.8t0 134.2 NC Adjustment to reduce the pipeline length

Johnson Road 150.6 to 151.0 NC Adjustment to avoid a solar facility

Duke Crossover 1 151.6 to 152.1 NC Adjustment to avoid a large ditch

Duke Crossover 2 154.4 to 154.8 NC Adjustment to comply with Duke Energy’s right-of-way use
guidelines

Chickenfoot Road 159.2 to 159.4 NC Adjustment to comply with Duke Energy’s right-of-way use
guidelines

Little Marsh Swamp 162.0to 164.8 NC Adjustment to minimize a wetland crossing and parallel an
existing utility corridor

Pin Oak Drive 165.9 to 167.2 NC Adjustment to avoid a federally listed plant species

Great Marsh Church 168.3 to 169.3 NC Adjustment to meet a landowner request

West Great Marsh Church  168.4 to 168.9 NC Adjustment to avoid a cultural resource site

Road

Rennert Road 171.5t0172.3 NC Adjustment to reduce the length of the pipeline and address a
landowner request

Rennert Road 171.7t0 171.9 NC Adjustment to optimize crossing of existing electric transmission
line and avoid existing structure

McQueen Road 175.0t0 175.4 NC Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Borrow Site 176.8to 177.7 NC Adjustment for a future borrow site

Evergreen Church Road 178.2to 178.7 NC Adjustment to follow a property boundary

Whistling Rufus Road 181.1to0 181.8 NC Adjustment to reduce tree clearing

AP-3 Lateral

Highway 186 9.91010.3 NC Adjustment to reduce tree clearing and optimize a railroad
crossing

Hugo Road 13.3t013.5 VA Adjustment to optimize a railroad crossing

DVP Electric Transmission 14.6t022.3 VA Adjustment to improve collocation with the existing DVP electric

Line transmission line

Cross Keys Road 20.5t021.5 VA Adjustment to increase collocation with existing utility corridor

Newsome 22.5t023.0 VA Adjustment to optimize route based upon field survey data

Grays Shop Road 23.7t024.1 VA Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Thomaston Road 25.7t0 26.7 VA Adjustment to reduce tree clearing and increase collocation with
an existing linear utility corridor

Cypress Bridge Road 26.9t027.4 VA Adjustment to follow a field edge per landowner request

Bishop Poquoson Road 28.6 t0 28.9 VA Adjustment to avoid a wetland

Sycamore Church Road 33.9t034.9 VA Adjustment to follow property boundary

Highway 58 41.1t0 415 VA Adjustment to address a landowner request

Elwood Road 42.8t0 45.9 VA Adjustment to reduce tree clearing, increase collocation with an
existing linear utility corridor, and reduce wetland impacts

Franklin 44.4 10 45.5 VA Adjustment to avoid a conservation easement

OKelly drive 46.5 to 46.7 VA Adjustment to optimize route based upon field survey data

Longstreet Lane 47.6 t0 48.8 VA Adjustment to improve collocation with an existing electric
transmission line

Pioneer Road 49.3 t0 50.4 VA Adjustment to reduce the pipeline length and optimize a railroad
crossing

Holland Road 50.8 to 51.6 VA Adjustment to meet a landowner request

Pruden Boulevard 59.0t0 59.3 VA Adjustment to avoid a future church

Deer Path Road 52.8t053.9 VA Adjustment to avoid a planned rail yard and wildlife area at the
request of the landowner
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TABLE 3.5-1 (cont'd)

Select Route Adjustments Incorporated into the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project Routes

Approximate

Route Adjustment Mileposts State Rationale
Deer Path Road 53.5t054.3 VA Adjustment to avoid proposed future wildlife refuge
Kings Fork Road 55.6 to 55.9 VA Adjustment to reduce tree clearing
Lake Point Road 59.0 to0 60.2 VA Adjustment to avoid a proposed future development
Lake Prince 60.6 to 61.4 VA Adjustment to improve HDD crossing location
Godwin Boulevard 63.1t0 63.5 VA Adjustment to improve a road crossing
Nansemond River 64.2 t0 65.1 VA Adjustment to improved crossing angle of Nansemond River
Nansemon Pullback 65.1 to 65.4 VA Adjustment to avoid a tidal wetland
Nansemond Parkway 66.4 to 69.0 VA Adjustment to reduce tree clearing and increase collocation with
an existing linear utility corridor
Gateway 71.0t0 72.7 VA Adjustment to avoid a wetland mitigation bank and mitigation site;
includes the new Route 58 HDD. In addition, the adjustment has
a significant reduction in length over the existing filed route
East Ditch 71.2t071.8 VA Adjustment to minimize impacts on a salvage yard business. In
addition, the adjustment has a reduction in length over the
existing filed route
West Military Highway 71.3t071.8 VA Adjustment to optimize crossing of West Military Highway and
avoid Federal land crossing
Truitt Road 73.0t0 73.6 VA Adjustment to optimize route based upon field survey data
Norfolk Western Railroad 76.0t0 76.1 VA Adjustment to optimize a railroad crossing
Norfolk Southern 76.0t0 76.8 VA Adjustment to avoid an environmentally sensitive feature
Galberry Road 77.5t077.9 VA Adjustment to improve collocation with an existing electric
transmission line
West Military Highway 68.0 to 68.4 VA Adjustment to optimize crossing of West Military Highway and
auto salvage yard
Hampton Roads Beltway 77.61t079.5 VA Adjustment to optimize collocation with an existing linear utility
corridor
Forest Cove Drive 79.7 t0 80.3 VA Adjustment to optimize collocation near existing electric
transmission substation
South Military Highway 81.2t082.1 VA Adjustment to optimize pipeline location near existing industrial
facility and optimize crossing of South Branch Elizabeth River
AP-4 Lateral
Governor Harrison Parkway 0.0t0 0.3 VA Adjustment to improve connection to proposed electric
generation facility
AP-5 Lateral
Rogers Road 0.5t01.0 VA Adjustment to improve connection to proposed electric

SUPPLY HEADER PROJECT

TL-635
Broad Run Road 21.2t021.9 wv
Bates Run 29.71029.8 A%
Upper Run 31.0t0 31.8 A%
TL-636
Hills Church Road 3.6t03.9 PA

Note: Route adjustments in italics are located on NFS Lands.

generation facility

Adjustment to avoid side-slope workspace
Adjustment to optimize crossing of South Fork Fishing Creek
Adjustment to reduce side slope crossing

Adjustment to reduce tree clearing and increase collocation
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3.6.1.3 ACP Compressor Station 2

Atlantic considered two sites for Compressor Station 2 in Buckingham County, Virginia; the
currently proposed site and an alternative site located 1.9 miles to the southwest of the proposed site near
the intersection of Midland Road and the existing Transco pipeline system. We received several comments
that the operation of Compressor Station 2 would degrade air quality and impact residence around the
proposed facility, and that an alternate site should be considered. We also received comments that the
proposed location of Compressor Station 2 would affect the Norwood — Wingina and Warminster Historic
Districts a